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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses an important public health issue by assessing knowledge and attitudes toward cervical cancer screening among female sex workers living with HIV, a population at particularly high risk for cervical cancer. The study contributes local data from Benue State, Nigeria, where evidence on screening awareness among this vulnerable group remains limited. The findings may support the development of targeted educational and screening interventions. However, the scientific contribution is mainly descriptive, and the manuscript would benefit from stronger methodological reporting and deeper analytical interpretation of the findings.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The abstract should provide more detailed information regarding the study design, sampling method, sample size, statistical analysis, key numerical findings, and practical implications of the study. The current abstract appears descriptive and may not fully reflect the methodological rigor of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, with revisions required
The study addresses a relevant public health problem and the conclusions are generally consistent with the reported findings. However, the manuscript would benefit from a more robust discussion, clearer presentation of methodological details, inclusion of study limitations, and improved interpretation of findings beyond descriptive comparisons with previous studies.
The manuscript addresses an important and underserved topic; however, several methodological and structural concerns require attention.
1. The Discussion section is largely descriptive, summarising findings without sufficiently drawing interpretive conclusions or implications. Reviewers expect the Discussion to explain why the findings occurred, how they relate to the theoretical framework, and what they mean for practice and policy — not merely to restate what was found.
2. A Limitations section is entirely absent. For a cross-sectional study conducted among a vulnerable and potentially underrepresented population, an honest discussion of limitations (sampling constraints, self-report bias, social desirability effects, generalisability) is essential and is explicitly requested in the review criteria.
3. The Methodology section is written in the future tense throughout ("will be collected", "will be analysed"), which is inconsistent with a completed study reporting Results. This requires correction.
4. Two references appear to be duplicated: Farahmand et al. (2020) and Canfell et al. (2020) are each cited twice in the reference list. The reference list should be carefully checked and deduplicated.
5. The manuscript does not mention ethical approval or informed consent procedures, which is a significant omission given the sensitive nature of the study population.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
While the references are generally relevant, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent WHO guidelines and updated literature on HIV-associated cervical cancer. The authors should also review the reference list for duplicate citations.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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