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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.
	· Gives useful information about ectopic pregnancy in a hospital setting. 
· Shows that ectopic pregnancy is still a serious health problem. 
· Explains that many patients come late with complications. 
· Highlights the need for early diagnosis and quick treatment. 
· Encourages better health education and awareness. 
	





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
	Yes, the title is clear and appropriate for the study. The title clearly mentions the condition, specifies the study setting and includes the study duration. It could be more specific by adding key aspects like prevalence, risk factors or outcomes. 4
	

	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
	The abstract is clear and covers the main parts of the study, including background, methods, results and conclusion. It gives a good summary of the research. 5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate and relevant to the study. They reflect the main ideas, but a few more specific terms (retrospective study, maternal mortality, maternal morbidity, etc.) could be added. Overall, they are good. 4
	

	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
	The background information is sufficient and generally well organized. It provides clear details about ectopic pregnancy, its causes, risk factors, clinical features, diagnosis and management. 5
	

	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
	The research objectives are present but not clearly stated in a separate section. They can be understood, but they should be written more clearly. 4
	

	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
	The literature review is relevant and covers important information. It also uses a mix of recent and older studies. 4
	

	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
	The research methodology is appropriate for the study. The design and methods are suitable to assess the objectives. However, more details on sampling could be added for better clarity. 4
	

	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
	Ethical issues were properly addressed. Details about consent were minimal. 4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are presented clearly with the use of tables and figures. The findings are understandable. 5
	

	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
	The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and useful for understanding the results. 5
	

	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
	The discussion relates the findings to existing literature. Some explanations could be clearer. Overall, it is good. 4
	

	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
	The conclusions are generally supported by the data and reflect the main findings of the study. However, they could be more detailed and clearly linked to specific results.
	

	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
	The study limitations are clearly mentioned, but the discussion is brief and lacks detail. More explanation on how these limitations affect the results would improve clarity. 4
	

	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
	The references are relevant and sufficient in number. Some more recent studies could be added. 4
	

	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
	The manuscript is understandable, but some language and grammar issues are present. Improving sentence structure would enhance clarity. 4
	





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, the title is suitable. However, it can be improved by adding more specific details such as prevalence, risk factors, or outcomes about the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the references are not fully recent, although they are sufficient in number. It is suggested to include more recent studies, especially from the last 3–5 years.
	

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

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

	No, there are no major ethical issues in this manuscript.
	




























PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
· Title is clear but can be more specific by including key variables (prevalence, risk factors, and outcomes). 
· Abstract is good, but clarity and detail can be slightly improved. 
· Research objectives are not clearly stated in a separate section. 
· Methodology is appropriate, but more details on sampling are needed. 
· Results are clear, but presentation can be better organized.
· Discussion is relevant but can include deeper comparison with recent studies.
· Some references are outdated; more recent studies should be included. 
· Language needs minor grammatical corrections for better clarity.
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