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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The article deals with a significant and growing field of concern on the part of women reproductive health functional hyperprolactinemia emerging because of psychosocial and lifestyle influences. The subject matter is very pertinent to the scientific world as infertility continues to increase all over the world, and non-tumoral factors leading to increased prolactin are not well researched, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa. Combining biochemical, lifestyle and psychosocial data, the study would provide useful context-specific evidence which may be used to enrich more comprehensive strategies of infertility assessment. The results can also inform clinicians, health practitioners in the community and policymakers to develop interventions that would integrate stress management and psychosocial support in reproductive care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title properly depicts the study population, the most important variables, and the implications it has on infertility. Nevertheless, it is quite long and can be shortened without any loss of meaning.
Instead, alternative title may be:

Lifestyle and Psychosocial Determinants of Hyperprolactinemia Among Reproductive-Age Women in Enugu and their implications on infertility.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is usually broad and well organized and includes the background, methods, results, and conclusion. Nevertheless, it is recommended to improve it in several aspects: The small size of the sample ought to be put in context as an exploratory study. The abstract states hyperprolactinemia on a level of 19.5 ng/mL and above, whereas the main text sets it on 25 ng/mL and up. This discrepancy should be eliminated. Adding a statement on the limitations would be a good idea to have a balanced overview. The conclusion is proper and may have the possible practical impact or recommendation in a single sentence. 

Altogether, the abstract is good but it needs some slight clarifications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The cross-sectional study design is suitable to study the correlates, but it does not permit making causal conclusions, this should be said more clearly. Methodology is primarily explicit and logical, although the sampling procedure (purposive sampling) is restrictive to generalization. This must be noted as a weakness. The definition of hyperprolactinemia (>19.5 ng/mL vs >25 ng/mL) is inconsistent. This must be standardized. Particularly, it repeats the information in some sections of results unless necessary (e.g., the explanation of the table can be shorter). It is well-discussed and contextualized though could use a discussion on how it could be confounded by such factors as BMI, duration of sleep, or history of medication, which may not have been part of the study. 

All in all, the manuscript is scientifically sound, but requires some slight adjustments to make it easier to understand and follow it.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources are also up to date and applicable as they contain publications published in 20212025. However: Entries are repeated (e.g., Concepción-Zavaleta et al., 2023; Saba et al., 2025). References which are duplicated should be eliminated. There could be one or two seminal references to the previous foundational work on the stress-induced hyperprolactinemia (before the year 2015) in the manuscript because only recent citations are employed. Part of the references are not complete or not formatted (e.g., no volume/issue numbers). 

In general, the number of references is sufficient but it needs to be edited to make it more precise and comprehensive.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is rather understandable and clear, however, a number of questions should be addressed: The occasional use of wrong grammar and the use of lack of commas and the different verb tenses. Certain paragraphs are too long and may be divided to make them easy to read. The discussion has some repeated sentences that ought to be eliminated. Statistical values must always be formatted (e.g., p-values, n-values, percentages). The moderate editing is sufficient to make the manuscript fit the criteria of scholarly publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It should be considered to include a limitations subsection before the conclusion. The subheadings that are duplicated can be combined to enhance the flow of the section of the paper titled Materials and Methods. It is necessary to format the tables better, with all the headings and data aligned equally. A paragraph about how the findings can be used to inform future clinical screening or population health initiatives would be more advantageous to the manuscript. Make sure that there is a regular spacing, capitalization and formatting (e.g., Enugu metropolis, stress scale, hyperprolactinemia).
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