
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Medicine and Health

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJMAH_156896

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A systematic review of factors affecting uptake of contraception amongst adolescents in Nigeria

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE






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.

	This manuscript addresses a persistently relevant and under-synthesized public health issue, namely the gap between awareness and actual utilization of contraceptive methods among adolescents in Nigeria. By systematically integrating evidence across individual, interpersonal, sociocultural, and health system domains, the study moves beyond fragmented single-study insights and offers a more coherent, multi-level understanding of determinants shaping adolescent contraceptive behaviour . Its value lies particularly in highlighting how structural and contextual barriers continue to undermine otherwise high levels of awareness, thereby contributing to ongoing unmet reproductive health needs and adverse social outcomes.
Importantly, the manuscript provides a consolidated evidence base that is directly relevant for policy design, especially in settings with pronounced demographic pressure and regional inequalities. The synthesis underscores the necessity of adolescent-friendly services, culturally sensitive interventions, and gender-responsive strategies, thus offering actionable implications for both public health programming and health system strengthening. In this respect, the work contributes meaningfully to the broader discourse on reproductive health equity and aligns with global priorities in adolescent health and Sustainable Development Goals.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	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 accurately reflects the scope, design, and geographic focus. - 5
	

	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
	Well-structured, clearly presenting background, methods, results, and conclusions. - 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
	Relevant, though minor refinement (e.g., inclusion of “adolescent-friendly services” or “multilevel determinants”) could enhance indexing. - 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
	Strong contextualization using global and national data; logically structured. - 5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Clearly articulated and aligned with the study design. - 5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Appropriately captures key thematic domains. - 5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Generally up-to-date, with inclusion of recent Nigerian studies, though a few additional 2023–2025 global comparative references could strengthen it. - 4
	

	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
	Transparent, PRISMA-compliant, with PROSPERO registration. - 5
	

	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
	Present, though slightly more explicit comparative critique between studies would further strengthen it. - 4
	

	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
	Clearly identifies fragmentation and regional limitations in existing evidence. - 5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Conclusions are consistent with presented findings. - 5
	

	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
	Implicitly acknowledged (heterogeneity, narrative synthesis), but could be slightly more explicitly elaborated. - 5
	

	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
	Predominantly peer-reviewed, including high-impact sources (e.g., The Lancet, WHO). - 5
	

	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
	Clear, precise, and readable academic English. - 5
	





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.
	The title is appropriate and well aligned with the content of the manuscript. It clearly communicates both the methodological approach and the specific population under investigation, without overgeneralization or ambiguity. No modification is necessary.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive and accurately reflects the structure and findings of the study. It successfully balances conciseness with sufficient detail, particularly in outlining the multi-level determinants of contraceptive uptake. Minor refinement could involve slightly sharper emphasis on the methodological rigor (e.g., dual-reviewer process), although this is not essential.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	From a scientific standpoint, the manuscript is methodologically sound. The use of PRISMA guidelines, PROSPERO registration, and independent screening strengthens transparency and reproducibility. The decision to adopt a narrative synthesis is justified given the heterogeneity of included studies, and the thematic categorization of findings is coherent and analytically useful. The interpretation of results remains cautious and appropriately avoids overextension beyond the available evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are largely sufficient and reflect a solid engagement with both foundational and recent literature. The inclusion of WHO reports and high-impact journal articles strengthens the evidentiary base. A modest expansion to include more recent comparative or global systematic reviews could further enhance contextual depth, but this does not detract from the overall quality.
	

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

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

	No ethical concerns are identified. The study appropriately relies on secondary data, and the authors explicitly acknowledge adherence to ethical standards in the original studies and proper citation practices.
	






PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is well-conceived, methodologically robust, and clearly written. Suggested improvements are limited to minor refinements in critical synthesis depth and explicit articulation of limitations, and do not affect the validity of the findings or the suitability of the manuscript for publication.
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