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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides a scope into a disadvantaged population and thus constitutes a valuable attempt for equal opportunities in terms of research and the right to access healthcare among this study population.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
(try to make title more short)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
(organize in IMRAD Structure)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(The study considers macroeconomic and social indicators, including country income classification, health expenditure metrics, and statutory minimum wage, Disability-related health expenditure )
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicablea
	1
(The methodology was not clear: the manuscript did not respect the IMRAD Structure with no clear transition between introduction / Methods; The author did not explain the study design ; Some sections were not suitable for introduction/ Method/ Discussion)
In the method section:
Study design was not clear: 
End point definitions were lacking for disability severity “severe vs less severe”// all end point for different variable should be defined in the method section 
The author specified the interview duration, but the interview items' content was described using generic terms like "interview guides and interview transcripts", which lacked precision needed to be a reliable and effective tool for collecting uniform data from all participants. 
Variable considered for data collection should have been precised, including: Demographic data (age, sex, marital sate, educational level); The following themes denoting carers’ economic situation like: Cost of caring for CwCP, difficulty securing childcare, forgone employment opportunities, and inability to cover all financial requirements. 
The recommended minimum and maximum interview durations should have been specified in the methodology section instead of including the interview duration results here: "The interviews lasted 35 minutes to 1 hour 15 minutes for participants and 20 to 45 minutes for key informants."

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
**The results were represented in the form of interview citations, using comparative adjectives and superlatives to order frequencies relative to different cost subtypes (direct vs indirect). “For this study’s participants therefore, transport costs to secondary and tertiary healthcare facilities were the second highest costs associated with care of CwCP”
**It will be more clear to add tables and keep mean cost for each service: 
-Direct cost (physiotherapy mean cost/medication mean cost/equipment cost) ; 
-Indirect cost (transport cost; employment loss; chilcare cost)
This could help estimate mean total cost for a CwCP’s needs 
**Data about Foregone employment opportunities should better be represented as follows: “part-time work (N=); complete loss of employment (N=); …

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
The discussion was a reproduction of data provided through participant interviews. It lacked explanations related to local factors that explain the difficulties faced by parents of children with cerebral palsy. Furthermore, the author did not provide examples of solutions adopted by studies of other populations in other countries.

However, such data was addressed in the paragraph following the introduction, entitled "Economic situation of families of children with cerebral palsy." It would be better to move this paragraph to the discussion section and expand upon it.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	



PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES; Better make it shorter
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Need to be restructered
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, Need reformulation for structure as well as content
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
Further reference could be considered:

 DOI: 10.11591/ijphs.v12i1.21940 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	





Reviewer details:
Salma Zouari Mallouli, University of Sfax, Tunisia 








Page 4 of 4
V240326


