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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 chapter addresses a relevant and important public health question for maternal care in sub-Saharan Africa, namely the high caesarean section (CS) rate in a tertiary university hospital in Abidjan and its distribution according to the Robson ten-group classification. By providing 12 years of data on more than 54,000 births, including over 21,000 caesarean deliveries in a level III maternity, the work offers a large real-world dataset from a context where robust obstetric surveillance data are often scarce. The analysis contributes to understanding which obstetric groups are driving the elevated CS rate and therefore where targeted interventions (for example in nulliparas and women with a scarred uterus) may be most effective. For a book chapter, this topic fits well within the broader theme of “Medical Science: Updates and Prospects”, especially as it illustrates how a standardized classification recommended internationally can be applied in a low-resource setting to guide local quality improvement. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is informative but somewhat long and slightly repetitive (“developing countries” plus “the case of Cocody’s hospital center, Abidjan-Cote d’Ivoire”). It is broadly suitable but could be streamlined for clarity, for example to “Analysis of caesarean section rates and indications using the Robson classification in a tertiary maternity hospital in Côte d’Ivoire,” which keeps all essential elements while being more concise.
	

	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.

	The abstract includes the key elements—background, objective, methods, main results and conclusions—and clearly reports the overall CS rate, its increase over time, the Robson groups most responsible for the rise, and the leading indications for caesarean section. However, there are several issues that should be addressed. The abstract appears duplicated verbatim in the file and this repetition should be removed. Some sentences in the background are awkwardly phrased; for example, the objective sentence should be revised for grammar and clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Scientifically, the chapter is largely sound as a retrospective descriptive and comparative analysis. The use of a long 12-year period and the subdivision into two equal time periods allows for examination of temporal trends. The application of the Robson classification is appropriate to the stated objective of identifying which obstetric subgroups contribute most to the rising CS rate, and the analysis of indications (acute fetal distress, fetopelvic disproportion, hypertensive disorders, breech presentation, scarred uterus, etc.) is coherent and clinically plausible.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally appropriate for the time frame of the article
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The English language is understandable throughout and the scientific content is clearly conveyed, but the manuscript would benefit from careful language editing.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Overall, I consider this chapter to be a useful and publishable contribution, provided the authors address the points above. The core dataset and analyses are solid and relevant, but several issues related to methodological clarity, updating of the literature, presentation of the abstract and tables, and language require substantive but entirely feasible revision before final acceptance. 


	





	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)

I did not identify any major ethical issues in the manuscript.
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