


Review Form-2
	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Medicine and Health 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJMAH_155625

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EFFECTIVENESS OF NURSE-LED FAMILY PLANNING COUNSELING PROGRAM: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE




PART 1


	
	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.
	
	




PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is generally clear, specific, and adequately reflects the scope and purpose of the manuscript. It accurately communicates that the paper focuses on the effectiveness of nurse-led family planning counseling programs and indicates that a systematic review methodology was applied. However, minor refinement could further improve precision, for example by specifying key outcomes such as contraceptive uptake or reproductive health decision-making.
	

	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 provides a structured overview of the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. It successfully summarizes the main contribution of the review and presents the relevance of nurse-led counseling interventions. Nevertheless, slightly more emphasis on methodological limitations and heterogeneity of included studies would strengthen its scientific balance.
	

	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 selected keywords are relevant and reflect the core concepts addressed in the manuscript, including family planning, nurse-led counseling, contraceptive uptake, and reproductive health. They are likely to support indexing and retrieval in scientific databases. Minor expansion with terms such as “maternal health services” or “health education interventions” could further enhance discoverability.
	

	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 section provides a solid overview of the global importance of family planning services and the role of nurses in reproductive health education. The authors successfully contextualize the issue within public health priorities and sustainable development goals. The structure is logical, although a clearer transition from global evidence to the specific rationale for nurse-led interventions would improve coherence.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The study objectives are clearly formulated and directly aligned with the overall purpose of the systematic review. The manuscript explicitly states that it aims to evaluate the effectiveness of nurse-led family planning counseling programs in improving knowledge, attitudes, and contraceptive utilization. This clarity supports the transparency and methodological rigor of the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review includes a range of studies addressing counseling interventions, reproductive health behaviors, and determinants of contraceptive use. The selected sources are generally appropriate and contribute to understanding the multifaceted nature of family planning utilization. However, deeper synthesis and comparison of findings across studies would enhance analytical dept
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Most of the cited literature includes relatively recent studies, which strengthens the contemporary relevance of the review. The inclusion of both recent empirical studies and foundational public health reports contributes to a balanced evidence base. Continued integration of high-quality randomized trials and large-scale program evaluations would further strengthen currency.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The methodology is described in accordance with PRISMA guidelines, and the use of multiple databases supports comprehensiveness. Inclusion and exclusion criteria are clearly defined, and quality appraisal procedures are reported. Nevertheless, additional detail regarding search strings, screening procedures, and inter-reviewer agreement would improve reproducibility.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript summarizes findings from included studies effectively but tends to remain descriptive in several sections. A more explicit critical appraisal of methodological strengths, biases, and contextual differences between studies would enhance the scientific rigor of the discussion.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The authors appropriately identify gaps related to sociocultural barriers, behavioral determinants, and limitations in causal inference due to study design heterogeneity. The manuscript also highlights the need for longitudinal and experimental research. This contributes constructively to guiding future investigations in reproductive health counseling.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are consistent with the presented findings and reflect the overall evidence synthesized in the review. The authors appropriately acknowledge that counseling improves knowledge and attitudes but does not always translate into contraceptive uptake. This balanced interpretation supports the credibility of the conclusions.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript acknowledges several limitations, including heterogeneity of study designs and outcome measures. However, a more structured and explicit discussion of potential publication bias, language restrictions, and contextual variability across healthcare systems would strengthen methodological transparency.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The reference list includes a substantial number of peer-reviewed studies and reports from reputable international organizations. Overall, the sources appear relevant and support the manuscript’s arguments. Minor inconsistencies in citation formatting and potential inclusion of lower-impact sources could be addressed during revision.
	

	14. 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 generally written in clear and accessible academic language. The structure is logical, and the argumentation is easy to follow. Minor linguistic refinements and stylistic editing could further improve readability and scientific precision.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)

	






PART 4

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript presents a systematic review on the effectiveness of nurse-led family planning counseling programs, addressing a topic of clear public health importance. The role of nurses in reproductive health promotion and contraceptive counseling is highly relevant, particularly in low- and middle-income settings where health workforce constraints necessitate task-sharing models. The manuscript is generally well structured, follows PRISMA guidance, and demonstrates an adequate attempt to synthesize available evidence. 
However, the analytical depth of the review remains moderate. Much of the results section is descriptive rather than critically integrative, and the discussion could benefit from stronger methodological reflection on study quality and levels of evidence. While the conclusions are broadly supported by the presented findings, the heterogeneity of included study designs and outcome measures limits the strength of causal inferences. These issues do not undermine the overall relevance of the manuscript but warrant revision to improve scientific robustness.
Language quality is acceptable, although minor editing would enhance readability and precision. The reference base is generally appropriate but should be checked for consistency and scientific weight. Importantly, the manuscript contributes useful practical insights for strengthening nurse-led reproductive health interventions and aligns with current global priorities related to maternal health and family planning services.
In my opinion, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revision, provided that the authors enhance critical synthesis of evidence, expand methodological transparency, and refine the discussion of limitations.
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