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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.


	This study makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by comparing the IVF treatment outcomes between natural and programmed menstrual cycles. This clarifies how the baseline hormonal status at the beginning of the IVF treatment can influence the ovarian response, embryo development, and pregnancy rate. The findings of this study help in understanding whether pretreatment with OCP offers any physiological advantage and improves IVF outcomes. These insights support more personalized stimulation strategies and promote evidence-based decisions in IVF practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	The study didn’t just compare the oocyte yield but also studied multiple outcomes of IVF following COS initiated in natural menstrual cycles vs cycles pretreated with combined oral contraceptive pills including cleavage rates, blastocyst formation rates, and pregnancy rates. So, the title doesn’t reflect the study’s broader scope to the readers. 
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	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.


	Yes, the abstract of the article comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The WHO and ASRM definitions of infertility refer to ‘regular unprotected intercourse’ but do not explicitly state ‘vaginal penetration and ejaculation’. Recent ASRM updates define infertility as a reproductive disease that can be diagnosed even without intercourse.
Small sample size of the study (86) can make subgroup analyses results less reliable and reduces the reliability and generalizability of the findings. However, the findings are clinically valuable and guide future research. 
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	Majority of the references are before 2010.  I strongly recommend citing recent, high-quality studies to strengthen scientific value of the paper.
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	Overall, presentation of the study is clear. Methodology is well described and is reproducible. The manuscript can be accepted to publish with minor edits.
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