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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable for the research article; however, since the paper is based on compiling and drafting a logical framework for Doula support, it should articulate the practicability of the framework rather than only being a concept. 
	

	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 not well organised; the sections, methods, and results are not elaborate, because the phrase [Phase Two synthesised Phase One qualitative and quantitative findings] is ambiguous, which makes the section hard to understand. The results section should be precise and concise, but the article just outlines a list, which works better in a table format and not in an abstract section. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article follows the IMRaD, but the section " Methods is shallow, and the information to be put in this section was put in the results section; hence, I recommend the section methods to be renamed to “Methodology” and to make it have different subsections, such as materials, procedures, etc. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the bibliography are not sufficient (<15 for a standard paper), but it seems like more references were citated but they were not included in the bibliography. Please work on this and include all citated refences in the bibliography. Some references are old by 10 years. Please find revised or recent papers which used similar methods instead of using old references, as it reduces credibility. 
	

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


	The language is appropriate but not suitable. The reporting of results does not meet scholarly standards, as the section was not well-written. The results and discussion section should be in third person singular or plural, detailing what was obtained, how it can be explained, and its significance. Please clarify this section by moving most of the methodological paragraphs to Methodology and clearly presenting the results and their meanings with a thorough discussion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is good but can be made better by following some of the comments given, also the robustness of the framework will be much more important if it were given future directions and implementations as well as checkpoints for QA and QC. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

None
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