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	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.


	It’s an important paper for scientific evidence. It is particularly valuable for low and middle income settings, where many patients, service delivery and low income for treatment is really very a great issue. This study shows that, If we give pills before, we can control menstrual cycles and at the same time, we can control ART whole process along with its protocols.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is long and slightly unclear. You can give :Natural cycle vs Combined oral contraceptive Scheduling Before Controlled Ovarian Stimulation :A Randomized Trial in a Nigerian IVF Centre
	

	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.


	· Mostly Comprehensive, but so many internal contraindications: Ensure one consistent set of values across the abstract and results for mean age, sample size per group, and oocyte yield (your manuscript currently reports conflicting numbers in different sections/tables) 
· Remove or avoid any statement implying significance difference when p greater than 0.05 (Your pregnancy-rate interpretation result conflicts with the reported p-value)0r 0.659. Add the exact mean oocyte yield (mean+-SD) in each group in the abstract (not only the p-value)
· Briefly state the primary outcome explicitly in the results line (oocyte yield) along with your confidence level and note analysis approach (intention –to- treat is mentioned later, it should also appear in the abstract if used).

· If available, add trial registration (or state not registered, depending on journal policy)
· Avoid generic names in abstract, keep them in methods, don’t use too many brand names in abstract.
· Clearly explain primary outcome and go for adjusted analysis
· Table 5 changes term to biochemical and clinical pregnancy
· In the abstract, u mentioned COS initiating, u have to mention timing, cycle day 2nd or 3rd day, when u r giving hormones.
· Hormone imbalance, u can discuss little bit.
· If u can’t do adjusted analysis, explicitly describe residual confounding

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I am not satisfied, so much internal inconsistency, different data in different tables
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Your references older, I recommend adding more recent guidance and contemporary evidences, especially since scheduling pre-treatments and protocol selection are actively updated, I am giving some new  references  :
· ASRM Practice Committee (2024) on hormonal contraceptive use in fertility treatments (current guidance and nuanced interpretation of scheduling and outcomes).
· If your population includes PCOS or you discuss PCOS scheduling, consider a systematic review/meta-analysis up to 2018 on COC pre-treatment outcomes in PCOS ART cycle.
	

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


	Need for academic tone, consistency, statistical consistency. Avoid contradictory phrases like statistically significant difference…p-0.659, use standard term oocyte yield vs egg yield, clinical pregnancy vs positive pregnancy test,  avoid long sentence.
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	Too many mistakes, before submitting paper, please correct at least, all data’s, results and values
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