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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.
	This manuscript addresses a persistent and highly relevant public health challenge namely, the gap between awareness and actual utilization of family planning services in a high-fertility, resource-constrained setting. By focusing specifically on pregnant women attending antenatal clinics, it captures a critical intervention point that is often underexplored yet highly actionable within healthcare systems. The study contributes meaningful empirical data on the interplay between socio-demographic, cultural, religious, and partner-related factors, offering a nuanced understanding that goes beyond simple knowledge–practice discrepancies.
Importantly, the findings have direct
implications for designing targeted, context- sensitive interventions, particularly those involving counselling quality, male engagement, and community-level strategies, which are essential for improving reproductive health outcomes in similar settings.
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	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
	The title is clear and reflects the scope and population of the study well, although it could be
slightly shortened for greater precision and readability.
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 is generally comprehensive and structured appropriately, though it could benefit from slightly more emphasis on the key statistical associations and practical implications.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords are relevant and appropriate, though adding one or two broader indexing terms (e.g., “reproductive health determinants”) could 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 introduction provides sufficient context and is logically organized, though certain sections could be more concise and critically synthesized rather than descriptive.
	

	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
	The research objective is clearly stated and well justified within the context of existing gaps.
	

	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
	Relevant and mostly up to date, although integration of more recent global or WHO-based frameworks could strengthen the conceptual grounding.
	

	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
	The methodological approach is appropriate and adequately described, with clear sampling and analytical procedures.
	

	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
	Ethical approval and informed consent are clearly stated and appropriately handled.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results are clearly presented and logically structured, though some sections could be slightly condensed to improve readability.
	

	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
	Tables and figures are relevant and informative, though minor formatting improvements could enhance clarity.
	

	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
	The discussion appropriately relates findings to existing literature, though deeper critical reflection and synthesis would further strengthen it.
	

	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
	Conclusions are well supported by the data and aligned with the study objectives.
	

	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
	Limitations are acknowledged, although they could be discussed in slightly greater depth.
	

	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
	References are generally relevant and sufficient, though inclusion of a few more recent high-impact sources would improve robustness.
	

	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
	The manuscript is clearly written and understandable, with only minor linguistic refinements needed.
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	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 reflects the study design, population, and context. A minor refinement toward conciseness could further improve its impact.
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It captures the essential elements of the study. However, it could be strengthened by more explicitly highlighting the practical implications of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The study is methodologically sound, and the analytical approach is appropriate for the
research question. The conclusions are consistent with the presented data.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor reservations.
While the references are relevant, incorporating more recent global evidence or policy-oriented literature would enhance the manuscript’s
broader scientific positioning.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No.
Ethical considerations appear to have been properly addressed, including approval and informed consent procedures.
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant and policy-sensitive topic within reproductive and public health, particularly in settings where high awareness does not translate into utilization. The study is methodologically solid and provides meaningful, practice-oriented insights, especially regarding the role of counselling, partner dynamics, and sociocultural influences.
That said, the manuscript would benefit from moderate refinement, particularly in the discussion section, where a more critical and integrative interpretation of findings is needed. Strengthening the connection to broader theoretical and global health frameworks (e.g., rights-based approaches, health systems perspective) would also enhance its contribution.
Overall, I would consider this manuscript suitable for publication following minor to moderate revisions, as it has clear applied value and contributes useful context-specific evidence to the field.
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