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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.


	I see that this manuscript addresses an important topic by shedding light on the barriers faced by women with cervical cancer in Tamale, Ghana. Given the limited qualitative research on this issue in Northern Ghana, I appreciate that the study provides valuable insights into the socio-economic, psychological, and healthcare challenges these women face. This information is crucial for improving healthcare policies and support systems. However, I feel that the study could be strengthened with a clearer methodological framework and a more refined discussion of its conclusions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I find the title a bit repetitive, and I think it could be more concise while still accurately reflecting the study’s focus. A title like “Barriers to Care-Seeking Among Women Living with Cervical Cancer in Tamale, Ghana” would work better. This version removes redundancy and improves readability while maintaining clarity.
	

	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.


	I see that the abstract provides a good overview of the study, but I think it could be more detailed in certain areas. For instance:

· It would be helpful to briefly outline the key findings, specifying the main barriers identified (e.g., financial constraints, inadequate healthcare personnel, language barriers).

· The methodology section in the abstract could mention the number of participants and their demographic characteristics for clarity.

· I also think the recommendations could be more specific—rather than just mentioning a "family-centered approach," it would be useful to briefly explain how family involvement could be implemented in patient care.

· Additionally, there are some grammatical errors in the abstract. For example, the sentence “More, patients have lost hope in ever recovering...” is unclear and should be rewritten for better readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From what I see, the study is generally scientifically sound, but I have a few concerns:

- The small sample size (5 participants) makes it difficult to generalize the findings. It would be good to acknowledge this limitation explicitly.


- I feel that the study lacks a clear theoretical framework to support its analysis. Adding a theoretical foundation would help strengthen the argument.


- Some claims in the discussion section (e.g., financial distress) could be better supported with comparisons to existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I notice that while the references are generally inadequate, but there are some areas could be improved:

· Some references (e.g., WHO, 2015) are quite old. I suggest incorporating more recent data from WHO and other cancer research organizations.

· A few citations seem incomplete or incorrectly formatted (e.g., Reference #1). I recommend checking the formatting to ensure consistency.

· It might also be useful to add more references on healthcare accessibility in Ghana, cervical cancer survival rates in Africa, and cancer-related stigma to provide a stronger foundation for the discussion.


	

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


	I see that the language needs improvement to meet scholarly standards. There are some awkward sentence structures and grammatical errors throughout the manuscript. For example:

· The phrase “More, patients have lost hope...” should be rewritten as “Moreover, patients have lost hope...” for better clarity.

· Some sentences are redundant or unclear, which makes certain parts of the paper difficult to follow.

· I think a professional proofreading or language editing service would greatly enhance the readability of the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	- I feel that the introduction could be more structured and clearly state the research gap and objectives. Right now, it takes a while to understand the specific focus of the study.

- The findings section is informative, but I think it would be easier to follow if subheadings were used for each barrier identified.

- I notice that there isn’t a detailed limitations section in the manuscript. Acknowledging limitations, such as the small sample size and potential biases, would strengthen the credibility of the study.

- The discussion section could benefit from stronger comparisons to international research on cervical cancer care-seeking behaviors. This would help situate the findings in a broader context.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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