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	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.


	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community by offering the first nationwide, multi-geopolitical zone assessment of access to essential photoprotective measures among persons with albinism (PWA) in Nigeria, thereby addressing a critical evidence gap in sub-Saharan African dermatology research where prior studies have been largely urban-centric or localized. Its findings underscore the persistent "know-do gap" in sunscreen utilization and dermatologic care, providing robust, statistically supported data (e.g., urban-rural disparities with p < 0.05) that can guide targeted interventions to mitigate the high burden of UV-induced skin cancers, including the alarming rate of two PWA deaths per month from this cause. By weaving together clinical outcomes, socioeconomic barriers, and psychosocial impacts, the study promotes an interdisciplinary framework for managing genetic conditions in resource-limited, high-UV environments, potentially influencing global health policies and advocacy efforts for vulnerable populations. Ultimately, it serves as a blueprint for scalable solutions, such as subsidized sunscreen programs, fostering health equity and reducing preventable morbidity in albinism research worldwide.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it is concise, descriptive, and accurately reflects the study's focus on access to key protective elements among a specific population in Nigeria, using standard epidemiological phrasing ("Cross-Sectional Study"). It effectively signals the public health relevance without being overly broad or narrow.
	

	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 comprehensive, succinctly covering the background, objective, methods, key results (e.g., awareness vs. utilization rates), and conclusions with policy implications, while adhering to a logical IMRaD structure suitable for scholarly abstracts. It balances quantitative data with contextual barriers, making it informative and impactful.

Suggestions: Add a brief mention of the sample size (n=412) and geographic scope (five zones) in the methods sentence for enhanced methodological transparency; no deletions are needed, but consider specifying the primary statistical test (chi-square) if space allows to strengthen rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, with a sound cross-sectional design, appropriate purposive sampling for a hard-to-reach population, and valid use of descriptive statistics and chi-square tests to explore associations without overclaiming causality. The results align well with cited literature (e.g., low sunscreen adherence mirroring prior regional studies), and clinical claims, such as the 14% prevalence of precancerous lesions and monthly skin cancer mortality statistic, are substantiated by recent evidence. Minor caveats include potential selection bias from recruitment via support groups, which is acknowledged but could be mitigated in future work; overall, the interpretations are cautious and no major methodological or factual errors are evident.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number (15 total) and scope, providing a strong historical-to-contemporary arc from foundational works (e.g., Okoro, 1975) to recent studies (e.g., Ighorodje et al., 2024), with good coverage of clinical, behavioral, and policy aspects. They are predominantly recent (post-2020), enhancing relevance, though some entries need polishing for completeness (e.g., DOIs, duplicates).
	

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


	The language and English quality are highly suitable for scholarly communications, featuring clear, precise, and professional prose with consistent terminology (e.g., "persons with albinism" for inclusivity) and fluid transitions between sections. Sentences are varied and concise, avoiding jargon overload while maintaining academic tone; minor edits for redundancy (e.g., repeated phrases in results/discussion) would elevate it further, but no substantive issues impede readability or comprehension.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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