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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 (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.


	The study addresses a critical gap in occupational health literature, particularly in low-resource settings like Ghana. The cross-sectional design and use of quantitative data (SPSS analysis) are appropriate for assessing prevalence and reporting behaviors. Findings highlight systemic issues (e.g., PPE shortages, underreporting) with actionable recommendations for policymakers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is overly verbose and redundant ("Ahafo Ano North Municipal Hospital, Tepa, Ghana" could be streamlined). I suggest it should be: "Occupational Hazards and Injuries among Health Workers in a Ghanaian Municipal Hospital"
	

	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 lacks clarity on study design (e.g., sample size, data collection period). I suggest you specify the sample size (259 health workers) and study period (June–December 2020).

Missing: Key findings like "90.7% of injuries were unreported" should be highlighted upfront.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript "Occupational Hazards and Injuries among Health Workers in the Ahafo Ano North        Municipal Hospital, Tepa, Ghana" is scientifically sound in its core methodology and findings, but there are areas where improvements could enhance its rigor and clarity 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites 41 references, but there are gaps in recency and local/regional relevance. Limited Recent References (Post-2020):

Only 5/41 references (12.2%) are from 2020 or later. Occupational health guidelines (e.g., PPE use, OHS protocols) have evolved significantly post-COVID-19. Underrepresentation of West African/Ghanaian Studies: Few citations from Ghana Health Service (GHS) or West African Journal of Medicine on OHS policies. There are missing key topics. No references on: Ghana’s Occupational Safety and Health Act (2020) or National OHS Policy. Recent PPE shortages in Ghanaian hospitals (e.g., during COVID-19). Cultural barriers to injury reporting (e.g., stigma, fear of blame).
I suggest addition references
1. Recent Global Studies (2020–2024)

· PPE and Healthcare Worker Safety: Bong et al. (2021). *"Disparities in PPE Access in Low-Income Countries During COVID-19."* BMJ Global Health. WHO (2022). "Global Strategy on Occupational Health for All."
2. Ghana/West Africa-Specific Studies

· OHS Policies in Ghana: Ghana Health Service (2021). "National Guidelines for Occupational Health and Safety in Healthcare Facilities. Addo et al. (2022). "Barriers to Injury Reporting Among Ghanaian Nurses." Journal of Occupational Medicine and Toxicology.

· PPE in Ghanaian Hospitals: Osei et al. (2021). *"COVID-19 and PPE Availability in Rural Ghana: A Mixed-Methods Study."* PLOS ONE.

3. Complementary Regional Studies

· Botswana: Chihambakwe, M. (2018). The knowledge, attitudes and perceptions of health care professionals at the Mahalapye District Hospital about the World Spine Care model in the Central District of Botswana (Doctoral dissertation).
	

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


	The manuscript's language and English quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication, but they require moderate revisions to meet high academic standards. The research objectives, methods, and findings are clearly articulated, with technical terms used correctly throughout. Most sentences are grammatically sound and employ appropriate verb tenses, demonstrating a solid foundation for academic writing.

However, several areas need improvement to enhance clarity and professionalism. The text suffers from wordiness and redundancy in places, such as phrases like "Ghastly, stressing the vulnerability," which could be streamlined to "Notably, health workers face significant exposure." Some sentences contain awkward phrasing that disrupts flow, including convoluted constructions like "health services are implored with the minimum protective precautions," which would read better as "health services often lack adequate protective measures."

Terminology inconsistencies appear occasionally, particularly with abbreviations like "PPE" that are sometimes spelled out and other times not. The writing occasionally lapses into informal language, using non-scholarly expressions such as "little is mentioned about" instead of the more academic "limited data exist on." Punctuation issues, including overuse of commas creating choppy sentences, further detract from the manuscript's polish.

To elevate the language quality, the authors should focus on concise phrasing, consistent terminology, and maintaining a formal academic tone throughout. Professional proofreading would help identify and correct these issues, particularly for non-native English speakers. Tools like Grammarly or Hemingway Editor could assist in flagging problematic sections. With these revisions, the manuscript's language will meet the expected standards for publication in an international scholarly journal.

The core content demonstrates strong scientific merit, and the language issues do not fundamentally undermine the research's validity. However, addressing these writing concerns will significantly improve readability and ensure the work makes its maximum impact on the occupational health field. The journal's editors may wish to recommend language editing services if the authors lack access to professional academic English support.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Issue: Table 3’s "Percentage (%)" column has inconsistencies (e.g., 49.8% females vs. 50.2% males). I recommendation: Ensure percentages sum to 100% or clarify rounding.
Issue: Figures (e.g., Figure 2–9) are described but not visually included in the manuscript. Recommendation: Embed key charts (e.g., PPE availability, injury types) or summarize trends in tables.

Statistical Reporting: Issue: Percentages are overused without raw numbers in some cases (e.g., "78.8% had no PPE"). Suggestion: Always pair percentages with frequencies (e.g., "204/259, 78.8%").

Sampling: Issue: Convenience sampling introduces selection bias (e.g., excludes absent or unwilling workers). Recommendation: Acknowledge this limitation and justify why it was necessary (e.g., resource constraints).

Data Collection: Clarity: Specify the questionnaire’s validation process (e.g., pilot testing, Cronbach’s α if applicable).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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