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To authors, 
The theme dealt here is important. I have some advice. 
1. Abstract should be more straightforward and simple. 

Please rewrite things much more clearly and simply. 
2. Introduction is too long. You should only mention 1) 

Nigeria does not have law for legal abortion, and thus 2) 
many women die due to inadequate abortion procedure, 
and thus, 3) here, the authors attempted to clarify the 
situation by using questionnaire. This suffices.  

3. At last, the study subject were “pregnant women” after 
abortion. Those who suffered infertile or even died after 
artificial abortion were not included. Thus, this is a great 
limitation to illustrate the present situation of this area. 
Definitely state this. Please state the reason why you 
focused pregnant women this time. Please state this.  

4. Please state if you appropriate obtained IRB approval. 
This is mandatory.  

5. Table 1: “frequency” is peculiar. Is this “number”?   
6. Please do not indicate the data in “double”, both in 

Tables and in the manuscript. State only important 
things in the manuscript.   

7. 95% interval 3.9600-8.0645: this is peculiar. 3.96-8.06 
suffices.  

8. “The place being clean” totally depends on the 
subjective feeling. Define “clean”. 

9. “There were other women waiting” does not mean “dirty 
procedures”. This is subjective and not scientific.  

10. You concluded “these were young women in the prime 
of their fertility period in their lifetime, who want to 
postpone child bearing because they were not married 
and because they want to further their education”.  

This may not represent the situation of your country 
because your hospital locates sub-urban area and patients 
did come to antenatal visit this time, which indicates that 
study populations are relatively from “higher” society.  
Even if this reflects some aspects of your country, what is 
new? 
I mean that “original article” must have “something new”. 
Almost all your findings and also discussion have been 
already known. Please describe, “what is new”. Then, delete 
all parts that only reconfirmed the preexisting knowledge. 
Please avoid “textbook like” description. In my opinion, the 
discussion should be 1/2. The more you write, the more 
vague/unclear your point becomes. Focus the point, please. 
11. Reference list is awkward. Some have Issue numbers 

whereas others not. Some indicate “one author and et 
al” and others “five authors et al” or “eight authors 
without et al”. Some indicate DOI and others not. You 
may consider that “somebody” will edit the ones but 
“somebody” must take very laborious efforts for it. You 
had better be friendly not only readers but also 
reviewers/editorials. 

12. English should be extensively edited.  
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