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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 manuscript addresses a critical public health issue—maternal morbidity and postpartum complications—within the Ghanaian context, where data-driven policy is urgently needed. The application of an integrated framework combining traditional statistical (logistic regression, Cox) and modern machine-learning (random forest, neural network) models to a synthetic Ghana-specific cohort is a methodologically interesting approach. The identification of key predictors, such as NHIS status, transportation costs, and ADL limitations, provides actionable insights for resource allocation and maternal health planning. However, the use of synthetic data significantly limits the generalizability and clinical validity of the findings, which must be addressed.
	





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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

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

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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 Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	1 (Poor)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	





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.
	The title is suitable but somewhat generic. Consider specifying that the study uses a "synthetic cohort" to set accurate reader expectations, e.g., "Assessment and Quantification of Maternal Morbidity... Using a Synthetic Ghanaian Cohort."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive but overstates the findings. The use of synthetic data is mentioned only briefly. The abstract should clearly state this as a key limitation upfront, not as a given. Phrases like "markedly higher odds" are too strong for a synthetic dataset.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, there are major scientific flaws. 1) The use of a synthetic dataset to produce clinical odds ratios and p-values is methodologically invalid, as synthetic data lacks the noise and complexity of real-world data. 2) The logistic regression equations contain mathematical errors (e.g., Eq. 1 has the exponential function in the denominator incorrectly placed). 3) The neural network section (3.3) is severely underdeveloped, lacking details on architecture, training, and validation. 4) The conclusion that random forest shows an "accuracy of 1" (perfect prediction) is a clear sign of overfitting or data leakage, not a superior model.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and recent, including many from 2024 and 2025. However, some citations in the introduction (e.g., Wang et al. 2025) seem to be incorrectly formatted or are from non-peer-reviewed sources. Please verify all references.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes, there is a significant ethical concern. Section 2.1 claims data was "solicited from the Integrated Health Management System" for cardiovascular diseases, but the study is about childbirth complications. This is inconsistent and confusing. Furthermore, if the data are entirely synthetic (as stated in the methodology), then no ethical approval or data anonymization process is needed, and this section is misleading. The authors must clarify whether real or synthetic data was used.
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript addresses a relevant topic and employs a creative multi-model approach. However, it suffers from a fundamental methodological flaw: the use of synthetic data to derive and report clinical odds ratios, p-values, and risk predictions as if they were real. This severely undermines the scientific validity of the findings. The manuscript requires major revision to reframe the work as a methodological proof-of-concept or simulation study, not a clinical epidemiological study. The authors must also correct mathematical errors, address model overfitting, and add a rigorous discussion of limitations.
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