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Questions Rating Result

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 4
article.

The title accurately reflects the paper’s theme. As the study analyzes the users and non-users
of modern contraceptive methods, it's better to reflect this in the title. (e.g., “use and non-use”
or “factors influencing use”)

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. ] 4

The abstract is organized into: introduction, materials and methods, results, and conclusions.
In the text should be mentioned briefly the sample size and data collection dates.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 4

this article.




There are minor grammatical errors throughout the text, including article usage and
punctuation placement that need to be corrected.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. | 3

The study methods are explained clearly, but need some corrections.

The mention of the Djougou-Copargo-Ouaké health zone appears three times in the methods
section; it would be better not to repeat it.

The distinction between “target population” and “source population” needs to be clarified.
The definition of "high" or "good" knowledge of MCMs is confusing.

It would be necessary to be more transparent about the participants who were excluded from
the study.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. \ 4

Generally, the results are clear. The section needs some improvements.

In Figure 3, the values are not aligned with their respective columns.

Table and figure captions must all be above the figure.

The tables and figures must be accompanied by more explanation of the results.
Use decimal formatting for the numbers in the tables.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by

the content. 4

The conclusions of the study are accurate and supported by the content.
The conclusion must offer concrete recommendations for local health policy in order to
improve the scientific contribution

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. \ 3

The references are appropriate for the article, but need to be reorganized in APA format.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :
Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed X
Return for major revision and resubmission
Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Although the content is informative and well-researched, consider refining sentence structure for
better clarity and logical flow.

Minor grammatical and punctuation errors need to be corrected, such as inconsistent spacing
before punctuation, subject-verb agreement, and article use.

Consider simplifying sentence structures and using more direct phrasing to improve accessibility.
In the abstract text should be mentioned briefly the sample size and data collection dates.

The study methods are explained clearly, but need some corrections.

The mention of the Djougou-Copargo-Ouaké health zone appears three times in the methods
section; it would be better not to repeat it.

The distinction between “target population” and “source population” needs to be clarified.

The definition of "high" or "good" knowledge of MCMs is confusing.



It would be necessary to be more transparent about the participants who were excluded from the
study.

Generally, the results are clear. The section needs some improvements.

In Figure 3, the values are not aligned with their respective columns.

Table and figure captions must all be above the figure.

The tables and figures must be accompanied by more explanation of the results.

Use decimal formatting for the numbers in the tables.

The conclusion must offer concrete recommendations for local health policy in order to improve
the scientific contribution.

The references need to be reorganized in APA format.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:



Reviewer C:
Recommendation: Revisions Required

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.

the title is clear

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.

the abstract must be certainly revised. The methodolgy used is not properly explained. The
results and recommendations are either not coming out clear or missing out completely.
Comments have been made on the manuscript and authors can go back and re-do this section.
There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.

There are neglible errors, if any

The study METHODS are explained clearly.

This section is very weak. The authors have to do some good work here. This section has
severely weakened the paper. Authors can refer to the review comments under this section.
The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

This is fair

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.

This section is poorly done. There are no recommendations. The section doesnt seem to answer
the original research question. Refer to my comments

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate.

Acceptable

Please rate the TITLE of this paper.

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
2

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
4

Please rate the METHODS of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
2

Please rate the BODY of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
4

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper.



[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
3

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
3

Overall Recommendation!!!
Accepted, minor revision needed

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Good effort but revisions are required to make the paper strong. Based on the sample size and
methodology used, these results may not be infered elsewhere?? certainly not... so its important
to provide s disclaimer and justify why the study results can or cannot be replicated




