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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	Undoubtedly the topic is relevant and timely as it covers a current public health issue. It is also evident that Cervical Cancer has continued to be a major cause of mortality, especially in Sub Sahara region. Focusing on the most affected regions would make the manuscript even more helpful to the communities. The methodological gaps in the manuscript creates real challenges to how the scientific community would appreciate the work. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title not suitable as it lacks some key components. For instance, it is not clear from the title where this study was conducted, not clear what type of study it is. In as much as this is not always a must, it becomes very helpful to the reader when the title gives some hint on the location of the study and/or methods used. 

Proposal: “Challenges and Advances in Cervical Cancer Prevention for HIV‐Positive Individuals in World/Africa/Sub Sahara/Ghana: A Review of Literature” 

The author might need to be specific with regards to where this study was conducted from and what methods were used. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is incoherent and lacks basic components. Reading it without seeing the reading, one would not know what section of a manuscript they are reading. Most of this section has been written as if it is a background with the only other part sounding like conclusions and recommendations. 
It is expected that an abstract should contain the following sections in this order: Background, Methods, Results, and Conclusions. Under conclusion, recommendations can be made. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript lacks key scientific approaches to research. It should be pointed out that, whatever the type of research one is conducting, the format follows a particular standard. There must be specific sections/chapters that bring out very specific content. In this manuscript, no research problem(s) has/have been highlighted and subsequently no objectives set. What were the objectives of this research? What methods were used to achieve these objectives? The manuscript; 
· Has no clear methodology for data collection, data analysis. It is not known what kind of data was collected and how

· Has no indication of what ethical issues were critical to this study

· Is only bringing out various studies done from different regions and countries without critically analysing and contextualizing them to the current stud. 

Based on these gaps, it can be said that the manuscript fails to meet scientific and academic expectations. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references is sufficient. However, a good number of them are outdated, and the author needs to replace them. Some references are as old as over 10 years. This violets scientific guidelines and need to be corrected. The author might be interested in checking out the article below for possible citations.
https://www.irmhs.com/index.php/irmhs/article/view/147
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Language is okay, it communicates what the author intended to communicate. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Generally, the article lacks science. It has not followed the scientific procedure in research, hence it’s replicability is questionable. 
No competing interests

No suspected plagiarism as the citations are correctly done with accompanying references at the end.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Joseph Kamaloni, Evelyn Hone College of Applied Arts and Commerce, Zambia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

