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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.
	
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and appropriate for the study as it includes the key variables, target population, and study location in my opinion 

	

	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
	4 = Good
The abstract is comprehensive—it includes the purpose, methodology, sample size, key findings, and conclusion/recommendations.
However, it could be slightly improved by making the structure more concise and clearly separating key components (e.g., objectives, methods, results, conclusion)

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
The article does not include keywords, so they cannot be evaluated

	

	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
	5 = Excellent
The background is sufficient, detailed, and well organized. It clearly moves from global → regional → national → local context, explains the importance of family planning, and supports statements with relevant literature

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The research objective is clearly stated at the end of the background section—stating that the study aims to assess the knowledge, attitudes, and practices of married women regarding family planning

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The literature review is relevant and up to date, incorporating recent studies (2020–2024) and credible sources such as WHO and UN reports. It effectively supports the study by providing current evidence and context related to family planning.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate for the study. The use of a descriptive cross-sectional survey design, structured questionnaire, and random sampling technique is suitable for assessing knowledge, attitudes, and practices (KAP) among the target population

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
Ethical issues are not clearly stated in the article. There is no explicit mention of ethical approval, informed consent, or confidentiality measures, which are important in studies 

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The results are clearly presented using well-organized tables, appropriate headings, and detailed explanations. The data are easy to understand and logically arranged 

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The tables are clear, relevant, and necessary. They effectively present the data, are well-labeled, and directly support the study findings, making interpretation easy

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The discussion clearly relates the study findings to existing literature by comparing results with previous studies and citing relevant sources, which strengthens the interpretation and validity of the findings

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The conclusions are well supported by the data presented in the results and analysis. They logically reflect the findings on knowledge, attitudes, and practices without introducing unsupported claims

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
The study does not clearly discuss its limitations. There is no explicit section addressing potential weaknesses such as sample bias, study design limitations, or generalizability

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The references are relevant and sufficient in number, covering a range of recent and credible sources that support the study’s background, discussion, and conclusions

	

	15. 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
	4 = Good
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, with logical flow and generally good academic expression. However, there are minor grammatical errors and phrasing issues that could be improved for better clarity and professionalism

	





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.
	5 = Excellent
The title is suitable because it clearly reflects the study’s focus, population, and location, making it precise and informative

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	4 = Good
The abstract is comprehensive, as it includes the study’s objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. However, it could be improved by making it more concise and clearly structured

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	4 = Good
The manuscript is scientifically correct, as it follows appropriate research design, uses valid methods, and presents findings supported by data and relevant literature. However, minor issues such as lack of explicitly stated ethical considerations and limitations slightly affect its overall scientific rigor

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Excellent
The references are sufficient and recent, including multiple studies from 2020–2024 and credible sources such as WHO and UN reports, which strengthen the study’s validity

	

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

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

	Yes – ethical issues are present (Needs Improvement).
The manuscript does not clearly report key ethical requirements such as:
· Ethical approval from a review board 
· Informed consent from participants 
· Confidentiality and data protection measures 
Since the study involves human participants, these omissions indicate ethical concerns
Only its suggestion to provide my strong points 
	



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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


The manuscript presents a well-structured and relevant study on family planning, with clear objectives, appropriate methodology, and well-organized results. The discussion effectively links findings to existing literature, and the conclusions are supported by the data.
However, several areas require improvement. The manuscript lacks a clear statement on ethical approval and informed consent, which is essential for studies involving human participants. Additionally, the limitations of the study are not explicitly discussed, and minor grammatical and structural issues should be revised for better clarity.
Overall, the study is valuable and suitable for publication after minor revisions addressing ethical considerations, inclusion of study limitations, and language editing
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.



Semachew Kasa, A., Tarekegn, M., & Embiale, N. (2018). Knowledge, attitude and practice towards family planning among reproductive age women in a resource limited settings of Northwest Ethiopia. BMC research notes, 11(1), 577.


Nansseu, J. R. N., Nchinda, E. C., Katte, J. C., Nchagnouot, F. M., & Nguetsa, G. D. (2015). Assessing the knowledge, attitude and practice of family planning among women living in the Mbouda health district, Cameroon. Reproductive health, 12(1), 92.
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