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	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 is a significant research paper, covering a critical issue in public health, namely, early breast cancer detection, especially in the low- and middle-income community, where the availability of high-tech screening systems is low. The study provides an alternative to the current digital health interventions by creating a self-examination system based on the clinical-identified breast cancer symptoms that can be used to enhance awareness and early referral, installed on a desktop computer. The article is particularly applicable to the resource-limited settings and tertiary institutions, where preventive health devices can substantially decrease the late presentation and related deaths. The research also offers a practical paradigm which can be depended on by other health-screening applications.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is rather appropriate in general and well-reflects the main purpose of the study.
Mini-recommendation: The title can be somewhat polished to make it less ambiguous

Development of a Desktop based Breast Cancer Self-examination Symptoms Detection System.


	

	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 discusses the objectives, the research methodology, the findings and conclusion satisfactorily. Nonetheless, it could use some slight modification to make it more readable and accurate.
Suggestions:

Explicitly indicate the size of the sample taken in the research.

Explain the decision logic methodology in use.

Fix minor grammatical mistakes and contradictions (e.g. "visibility study" - "feasibility study).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically good in concept and methodology. The logical decision framework, which is based on the symptoms, is well presented and concurs with known signs of breast cancer warnings. Nevertheless, a better description of the validation process, the weaknesses of the screening based on symptoms, and the distinction between the screening support and diagnostic potential could be used in the study.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the sources are usually adequate and comprise both older and more recent reports (to 2024). The background is enhanced by the use of WHO reports and recent reviews on digital health apps. Minor formatting consistency should be improved.

	

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


	The text is readable but needs moderate editing in terms of language. There are a number of grammatical mistakes, redundancy, and problems in the sentence structure. Before publication professional proofreading is advisable.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No significant ethical concerns can be named. The subjects received an informed consent as it is mentioned in the manuscript. Nonetheless, the authors ought to explain whether an institutional review board or ethics committee gave an ethical approval.
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