Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Medical Principles and Clinical Practice 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJMPCP_153368

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Caregiver Perceptions and Acceptability of Artificial Intelligence Tools in Child and Adolescent Mental Health; A pilot survey in Lagos Nigeria

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (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 manuscript deals with disruptions in the intersection of artificial intelligence with child and adolescent mental health in the context of low and middle-income countries. Since the success, ethical use, and sustainability of AI in mental health care technologies, in depth understanding of caregivers’ perceptions and AI tool acceptability, is necessary; the study from Lagos, Nigeria is particularly useful. Most available literature is from high-income countries, so the study provides regional diversity. As AIs in mental health intervetions become available, this study provides valuable evidence to facilitate new culturally appropriate designs and policies in mental health and create digitally focused mental health research at an expansive scale.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript is appropriate and reflects the content as well as the scope of the manuscript. It identifies the target population (caregivers), the domain of interest (artificial intelligence tools in child and adolescent mental health), and the method used (pilot survey) in the context of Lagos, Nigeria.

	

	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.


	On the whole, the abstract is brief and clear and gives a good idea of the aim and background of the study. It aptly identifies the significance of artificial intelligence in child and adolescent mental health, the target group, the caregivers, and the nature of the survey, which was a pilot survey.
The authors have prioritized the abstract revision while attending to reviewers’ recommendations. To make the revision more comprehensive, the authors may include some key details on the specific methodology (e.g., sample size, method to obtain data), and perhaps present the most salient quantifiable or thematic results. A couple of specific results would also bolster the contribution of the paper and facilitate understanding. Finally, a more explicit concluding sentence on the relevance and or/policy of the findings would strengthen the abstract.

In the abstract, the addition of a few elements most likely would warrant the information to be more complete, to comply with the norms of science reporting.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript, to me, appears to be scientifically plausible. There is a good design of the study, and there are clearly defined research aims and objectives, and it is appropriate for a pilot survey to elicit the perceptions and the acceptability of the caregivers. The methodology, in broad terms, is in line with the aims and posture of the findings to the data.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally correct for the definition of the problem of the study. The authors have provided literature on the application of the use of artificial intelligence in mental health and background sources concerning the mental health of children and adolescents. This is in support of the study's framings. The addition of the recent studies and writings is of relevance to the manuscript considering the pace and the level of advances in the tools of artificial intelligence.


	

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


	The author's manuscripts have provided the other authors with fair use of the language and the general quality of the English used in the manuscripts of English academic writing. The result is clear; the manuscript remains clear in response to the rest of the authors. The academic structure and audience level terminology are applicable and appropriate. Although in some parts, the sentence is grammatically incorrect, inconsistent punctuation occurs, and the structure is occasionally awkward. A proofreading of the document is needed to address the issues of structure, language editing, clear to the authors, and present also of quality, for it to be visibily to the authors of the manuscript to display the clarity, readability, and quality of the overall manuscript. All these issues are of a minor nature and do not detract from the scientific content of the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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