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Abstract 
Background: Neurological impairments (NI) and disability are 
common among older children in low-and middle-income countries 
(LMICs). We conducted a systematic review to examine the barriers 
limiting access and utilization of biomedical and rehabilitative care by 
children and adolescents with NI in LMICs. 
 
Methods: We searched PubMed, Latin America and Caribbean Health 
Sciences Literature, Global Index Medicus, and Google Scholar for 
studies published between 01/01/1990 and 14/11/2019 to identify 
relevant studies. We included all studies reporting on barriers limiting 
access and utilization of preventive, curative, and rehabilitative care 
for children aged 0-19 years with NI in five domains: epilepsy, and 
cognitive, auditory, visual, and motor function impairment. Data from 
primary studies were synthesized using both qualitative and 
quantitative approaches. 
 
Results: Our literature searches identified 3,258 reports of which 20 
were included in the final analysis. Fifteen studies (75.0%) originated 
from diverse settings in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). Factors limiting 
access and utilization of healthcare services in >50% of the studies 
were: financial constraints (N=17, 85.0%), geographical and physical 
inaccessibility (N=14, 70.0%), inadequate healthcare resources (N=14, 
70.0%), prohibitive culture and beliefs (N=12, 60.0%), and inadequate 
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education/awareness (N=11, 55.0%). Factors reported in <50% of the 
studies included competing domestic roles (N=4, 20%) and a lack of 
confidentiality for personal information (N=2, 10.0%). Very few reports 
were identified from outside Africa preventing a statistical analysis by 
continent and economic level. 
 
Conclusions: Financial constraints, geographic and physical 
inaccessibility, and inadequate healthcare resources were the most 
common barriers limiting access and utilization of healthcare services 
by children with NI in LMICs. 
 
PROSPERO registration: CRD42020165296 (28/04/2020)
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Introduction
Globally, at least 300 million children live with some form of 
neurological impairment (NI) or disability, of which >90% 
originate from low- and middle-income countries (LMICs)  
(Olusanya et al., 2020). The International Classification of 
Functioning, Disability and Health, ICF (WHO, 2001), and 
the International classification of functioning, disability and 
health: children and youth version: ICF-CY (WHO, 2007), pro-
vides a common language and framework to guide research and 
care of children and youth with NI and disabilities, globally.  
By integrating both the medical and social models of health  
and disease (biopsychosocial model (Engel, 1977)), the ICF 
conceptualizes child functioning as an interaction between the 
health conditions, environmental factors, and personal factors.  
Childhood NI and disability not only affects the health and  
education of the affected individual, but also, directly and  
indirectly, impacts the family, community, and the society (Patel  
et al., 2013).

Considering the medical component of the ICF framework, 
known risk factors of NI and disability in children include 
adverse pregnancy and birth events such as prematurity and  
neonatal encephalopathy (Abuga et al., 2021a), infections of the 
brain including malaria and meningitis, malnutrition, trauma, 

and poverty (Banks et al., 2017; Scherzer et al., 2012). The 
affected children, especially those with moderate, severe or mul-
tiple disabilities, are vulnerable to infections and accidents which 
might necessitate hospitalization and subsequent rehabilitation  
(Moreau et al., 2013). Unfortunately, there is a high treatment 
gap for NI and disability in LMICs ranging between 50–90%  
(Patel et al., 2013). The most significant factors limiting the 
implementation of effective interventions in LMICs include 
(i) insufficient evidence on the delivery of interventions  
(ii) inadequate identification of the affected children, and  
(iii) a shortage of skilled professionals (Patel et al., 2009). 
Besides, numerous factors limit access or utilization of available 
preventive, curative, and rehabilitative services by the affected  
children (WHO, 2011).

Primary preventive services such as nutritional supplementa-
tion and immunization have an established role in the preven-
tion of NI (Groce et al., 2014). Vitamin A supplementation and 
early childhood immunization against measles, rubella, and 
poliomyelitis substantially reduce the risk of developing NI  
(Maulik & Darmastadt, 2007), but also reduce morbidity in 
those that have NI. Secondary prevention involves early screen-
ing to identify those already with NI for treatment (or man-
agement) to alter the prognosis. Diagnostic tests such as the  
electroencephalogram (EEG) may help classify seizures and 
determine treatment (Bassili et al., 2002). Tertiary and quater-
nary prevention includes treatment and rehabilitation, respec-
tively, to prevent premature mortality, improve functioning, and  
quality of life. Corrective surgery for children with hearing 
impairments (Roland et al., 2016) and antiseizure medications 
for children with epilepsy (Mbuba et al., 2012) are widely docu-
mented curative/management options. Rehabilitative services 
to reduce activity limitation and to improve participation in 
respective communities include physiotherapy and occupational  
therapy. However, children from LMICs lack adequate access to  
the aforementioned continuum of healthcare due to multifarious  
barriers such as geographical inaccessibility, societal stigma,  
and financial constraints (WHO, 2011).

A range of barriers, both from the consumer’s and provider’s  
perspectives, may hinder uptake of biomedical services by  
affected children in LMICs (Figure 1). Poverty in families of  
children with NI and inadequate government funding limits the 
prioritization, availability, access, and quality of rehabilitative  
care (Bright et al., 2018). Besides, prevailing cultural beliefs  
and societal perceptions shape caregivers’ perceptions especially  
on the aetiology of NI, which affects decisions about 
the alternatives of care, and ultimately the prognosis of  
neurodisability (Zuurmond et al., 2019). A 2015 report published 
by the World Health Organization (WHO) further highlights  
that people with NI usually experience discrimination at the point 
of care, which may discourage subsequent seeking of appro-
priate services (WHO, 2015). Measures such as decentralizing  
health systems have been proposed to bring services closer  
to the people and to reduce the geographical distance (distance  
decay) especially for rural-dwelling populations (Saltman  
et al., 2007).

          Amendments from Version 1
Introduction: We have broadened the introduction section to 
include the International Classification of Functioning, Disability 
and Health (ICF) framework to improve the justification of 
the need for this systematic review. Methods: Following the 
reviewers’ recommendations, we have expanded the search 
terms to include the terms “OR cerebral palsy” to obtain studies 
on motor impairments that might have been missed out in the 
initial searches. We also have explained the checks that were 
conducted to ensure there was an agreement between the 
reviewers at the screening stage. In the analysis, more details 
are provided on the process of identification and classification 
of barriers limiting access to care by children with neurological 
impairments and disabilities using data obtained from the 
primary reports. Results: The total number of studies included 
in the Results section of the revised paper is 20 compared to 16 
reports analysed in the previous version. We also have a higher 
number of titles/abstracts (N=3,258) compared to the number 
(N=3,074) reported in the former draft. We also present the 
quality of the studies report in this section. We have revised 
Figure 3 to reflect the effect of the expanded searches in the 
study selection process. We moved Table 1 from the Methods to 
Table 3 in the Results, and thereafter, renamed the other tables 
appropriately both in the text and the captions. We have revised 
Table 1, Table 2 and Table 4 to include information obtained 
from the additional reports identified by the expanded searches. 
As suggested by the reviewers, Figure 4 was removed from the 
paper in the revised manuscript because it was unnecessary. 
Discussion: We have revised the discussion section to 
incorporate interpretation of all studies identified and included in 
this systematic review. We have replaced the terms “anti-epileptic 
drugs” with “antiseizure medications” throughout the paper.

Any further responses from the reviewers can be found at 
the end of the article

REVISED
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Some studies from LMICs have separately identified contextual  
factors that limit access and utilization of existing biomedical 
services by children with NI. The available evidence on barriers  
preventing the use of preventive, curative, and rehabilitative  
services by children with NI in LMICs remains fragmented. We,  
therefore, conducted a systematic review to collate and  
classify barriers limiting access and utilization of biomedical  
services by children and adolescents with NI in LMICs. Syn-
thesized evidence from LMICs is required to inform policy  
and public health action to ensure equity in access and  
utilization of healthcare as enshrined in the agenda of the United 
Nation’s sustainable development goals (Pettigrew et al., 2015; 
Tangcharoensathien et al., 2015).

Methods
Reporting guidelines
We used the National Health Service Centre for Review and  
Dissemination (CRD) recommendations (Booth et al., 2010) 
and the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and  
meta-analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (Abuga et al., 2021b; Moher 
et al., 2009) to conduct this systematic review. We registered a  
protocol with the International Prospective Register for Systematic 
Reviews (PROSPERO), registration ID CRD42020165296 (28th 
April 2020).

Search strategy and inclusion criteria
We searched PubMed, Latin America and Caribbean Health  
Sciences Literature (LILACs), Global Index Medicus, and  
Google Scholar databases for reports published between  

01/01/1990 and 14/11/2019 to identify relevant reports. These 
searches covered a period through which the burden of NI 
and disability has significantly increased, globally (Global 
Research on Developmental Disabilities Collaborators, 2018). 
The key search terms were ‘neurological impairment’ and 
‘access’ or ‘utilization’ and ‘healthcare services’ as shown in  
Figure 2, with limits to human studies only.

Eligible studies included those of: (i) children and adolescents 
aged 0–19 years; (ii) children or adolescents with NI in five  
domains namely, epilepsy, and impairments in cognitive, hearing,  
visual, and motor functions; (iii) assessing access and utilization 
of healthcare services including preventive, curative, and reha-
bilitative care; and (iv) LMICs as defined by the World Bank  
(World-Bank, 2019). We excluded systematic reviews, reports, 
studies on adults, studies conducted in HICs, commentaries,  
and studies published in languages other than English.

Defining neurological impairment and disability
Neurological impairment was defined as a deficit of the  
central nervous system (CNS) resulting in functional limitation 
in five domains namely: epilepsy, and cognitive, hearing, visual,  
and motor impairments (Mung’ala-Odera et al., 2006). Epilepsy  
was defined according to the International League Against  
Epilepsy’s (ILAE) guidelines as the presence of two or more 
unprovoked seizures occurring more than 24 hours apart within 
the previous 12 months (Fisher et al., 2014; Thurman et al.,  
2011). A child with moderate or severe cognitive impairment 
refers to a child with a z-score below-2SD or -3SD, respectively  

Figure 1. A modified socio-ecological model with layers of barriers limiting access/utilization of healthcare by children with 
neurodisability.
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based on neuropsychological scores standardized to the nor-
mal population. Moderate motor impairment is defined as a  
difficulty in holding objects, dressing and sitting upright, or  
ambulant only with help, while severely impaired children  
include those unable to walk or have no functional use of the 
hands (WHO, 2011). Moderate hearing impairment refers to a  
41–70dB loss in the best ear or difficulty in hearing with a  
hearing aid; severe impairment refers to greater than 70dB  
hearing loss or complete loss of hearing in the best ear (WHO, 
2020). A child with moderate vision impairment has a visual  
acuity poorer than 6/18 while those with visual acuity poorer 
than 6/60 meters are classified as having severe vision  
impairment (WHO, 2019). However, there was a variation in 
the actual definitions used in the individual studies and most 
reports lacked information on NI severity. We, therefore, used 
these definitions as a formal guideline to verify the actual  
definitions used in the included reports.

Study selection, data extraction, and quality appraisal
Study selection was done in two phases. In the first phase, two 
reviewers (LM and JA) independently screened the reports  
identified by the searches by title and abstract for eligibility.  
The two reviewers compared the lists of the identified reports 
as to whether they met the predefined inclusion criteria and 
disagreements were resolved through consensus. In the sec-
ond phase, both reviewers (LM and JA) examined the full-
text of articles obtained from the first phase against the  
inclusion and exclusion criteria. Disagreements were resolved 
through consensus in discussions involving three reviewers  
(LM, JA and EC). We extracted data relevant for analysis using 
a pretested data extraction tool designed by the reviewers using  
guidelines from the PRISMA checklist. Extracted data included 
author details, study setting, study population, participant  
characteristics, the type of healthcare services sought, and  
barriers hindering access or utilization of the services by children  
with NI or disability. We assessed the quality of each study using 
the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) critical appraisal tools, which 
are distinct for cross-sectional, cohort, and qualitative studies  
(Munn et al., 2014).

Synthesis of included reports
Eligible reports identified by the searches and the selection 
processes were both qualitative and quantitative in design. We, 

therefore, used a mixed methods review process to synthesize 
evidence from the eligible studies. The qualitative component  
of the analytic phase involved the identification and classifica-
tion of the barriers limiting access to healthcare as described 
in the primary studies. We grouped all eligible studies based on 
the domain of NI investigated, and then classified the barriers  
identified in the primary studies in a three-step process. In 
step I, three reviewers (LM, EC and JA) independently identi-
fied the emerging categories in all the data retrieved from the 
primary articles. Single or multiple quotes in the primary arti-
cles were sufficient because the articles themselves did not  
similarly present these barriers. In stage II, the three review-
ers held a joint meeting to present and discuss all the identified  
categories, each at a time. Some categories were merged, and 
others were created to include reviewers’ suggestions logi-
cally and comprehensively. In stage III, the reviewers held the 
final joint consensus meeting to review the previously created 
and discussed categories before writing the final report. This  
three-step process ensured that the classification process for 
the barriers identified in the primary articles was valid and  
reliable. We also identified verbatim excerpts from the eligible  
primary qualitative studies to represent the voices of the car-
egivers about their perceptions of the barriers to care for their 
disabled children. The quantitative component of the analytic 
phase primarily entailed determining the frequencies and pro-
portions (percentages) of the identified barriers depending on 
the continent and economic level of the country of origin of 
the included primary studies. Services sought by children with  
NI were classified as preventive, curative, or rehabilitative.  

Results
Search results
The database searches yielded 3,258 reports, of which 20 were 
eligible for the final analysis (Figure 3). Most (75.0%) stud-
ies were conducted in Africa while the rest originated from Asia. 
Over 60% of these studies originated from lower-middle-income  
countries (LMIs) while the remainder (<40%) came from  
low-income countries (LIs) and upper-middle-income coun-
tries (UMICs), respectively. There were more community-based  
studies (55.0%) compared with hospital-based reports (45.0%), 
and more qualitative studies (50.0%) than quantitative studies 
(45.0%) (Table 1). There were six (30.0%) studies on epilepsy, 
four (20.0%) studies on motor impairment/cerebral palsy, three  

Figure 2. Search terms used in the systematic review.
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Figure 3. PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process.

Table 1. Classification of the studies included by economy level and study setting.

Classification Number of 
Studies 
(n=20)

The total sample size of 
participants in the study 
(n=7,607)

Continent Asia 5 (25.0%) 5,095

Africa 15 (75.0%) 2,512

World Bank country income 
classification

Low-income 3 (15.0%) 631

Lower-middle-income 13 (65.0%) 1,561

Upper-middle-income 4 (20.0%) 5,415

Study design Cohort 2 (10.0%) 5,137

Cross-sectional 7 (35.0%) 1,794

Qualitative 10 (50.0%) 629

Mixed methods 1 (5.0%) 47

Setting Community 11 (55.0%) 6,085

Hospital 9 (45.0%) 1,522
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Table 2. General characteristics of studies eligible for inclusion in the systematic review.

First Author & year of 
Publication

Country Study design Domain studied Type of services 
discussed

Alloh et al., 2009 Cote d’Ivore Cross-sectional Disabilities Rehabilitative

Alrasheed et al., 2018 Sudan Qualitative Vision Preventive

Bassili et al., 2002 Egypt Cross-sectional Epilepsy Treatment/management 

Burke et al., 2017 Senegal Qualitative Disabilities Preventive

Bright et al., 2017 Malawi Cohort Hearing Treatment/management

Carter et al., 2012 Kenya Qualitative Epilepsy Treatment/management

Gobrial, 2012 Egypt Cross-sectional Intellectual Rehabilitative

He et al., 2017 China Retrospective cohort Intellectual Rehabilitative

( Jindal et al., 2018) India Qualitative Motor impairments/Cerebral 
palsy 

Rehabilitative

Kirabira et al., 2018 Uganda Cross-sectional Epilepsy Treatment/management

Khoza-Shangase, 2019 South Africa Qualitative Hearing Rehabilitative

Mbuba et al., 2012 Kenya Cross-sectional Epilepsy Treatment/management

(McConachie et al., 2001) Bangladesh Mixed methods Motor impairments/cerebral 
palsy

Rehabilitative

Merugumala et al., 2017 India Qualitative Hearing Rehabilitative

(Nuri et al., 2019) Bangladesh Qualitative Motor impairments/cerebral 
palsy

Rehabilitative

(Patel et al., 2017) Botswana Qualitative Motor impairments/cerebral 
palsy

Rehabilitative

El Sharkawy et al., 2006 Kenya Qualitative Epilepsy Treatment/management

Tataryn et al., 2017 Malawi Cross-sectional Disabilities Preventive

Wagner et al., 2016 South Africa Cross-sectional Epilepsy Treatment/management

Yousafzai et al., 2005 Uganda, 
Rwanda

Qualitative Disabilities Preventive

(15.0%) studies on hearing impairment, two (10.0%) studies  
on cognitive impairment/intellectual disability, one (5.0%) 
study on vision impairment, and four (20.0%) studies in more 
than one domain of NI (Table 2). The median quality score for 
quantitative studies (N=9) was 90% (range 37.5-90.0). Simi-
larly, the median score for qualitative studies (N=10) was 90%  
(range 69.0-90.0).

Healthcare for children with neurological impairment
Rehabilitative services were sought in nine (45.0%) stud-
ies, treatment/management reported in seven (35.0%) studies, 
and preventive care reported in four (20.0%) studies (Table 2).  
Children with motor impairments/cerebral palsy or intellec-
tual disabilities sought strength training, ambulation and speech 
therapy care from occupational therapy, physical therapy and 
mental health departments (Gobrial, 2012; He et al., 2017) while  
rehabilitation for hearing impairment included the provision of  
assistive hearing devices (Merugumala et al., 2017). Antiseizure 

medication used in the management of seizures included 
phenobarbital (Bassili et al., 2002; Mbuba et al., 2012),  
phenytoin (Bassili et al., 2002), sodium valproate (Bassili  
et al., 2002), and carbamazepine (Bassili et al., 2002; Mbuba 
et al., 2012). Bassili and colleagues also identified the use of  
electroencephalogram (EEG) and computed tomography for 
the diagnosis or classification of epilepsy (Bassili et al., 2002). 
None of the epilepsy reports identified the use of surgical  
services. Preventive services reported in three studies included 
the screening of HIV/AIDS (Yousafzai et al., 2005), the provi-
sion of contraceptives for young adults with disabilities (Burke 
et al., 2017), and screening services for children with hearing  
impairment (Bright et al., 2017). 

Barriers for healthcare (quantitative analysis)
The barriers identified from all eligible studies were classi-
fied, analysed, and reported based on seven all-inclusive themes 
namely: financial constraints, geographical inaccessibility 
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Table 4. Barriers limiting healthcare access classified by continents and levels of 
income.

Barriers Continent Economic level

Africa Asia LMI LI UMIC

Financial constraints 13 (76.5%) 4 (23.5%) 10 (58.8%) 3 (17.6%) 4 (23.5%)

Geographical accessibility 12 (85.7%) 2 (14,3%) 9 (64.3%) 3 (21.4%) 2 (14.3%)

Inadequate healthcare resources 11 (78.6%) 3 (21.4%) 10 (71.4%) 1 (7.1%) 3 (21.4%)

Inadequate education/awareness 8 (72.7%) 3 (27.3%) 8 (72.7%) 2 (18.2%) 1 (9.1%)

Prohibitive culture/beliefs 9 (75.0%) 3 (25.0%) 7 (58.3%) 3 (25.0%) 2 (16.7%)

Competing domestic roles 2 (50.0%) 2 (50.0%) 4 (100%) - -

Confidentiality/anonymity 2 (100%) - 2 (100%) - -
Abbreviations: LMI (low-middle-income), LI (low-income), UMIC (upper-middle-income).

and physical barriers, the inadequacy of healthcare resources,  
inadequate education/awareness, prohibitive culture/beliefs, com-
peting domestic roles, and a lack of confidentiality/anonymity  
(Table 3).

The main factors limiting accessing/utilization of health-
care services in >50% of the studies were financial constraints  
(N=17, 85.0%), geographical inaccessibility (N=14, 70.0%), 
inadequacy of healthcare resources (N=14, 70.0%), prohibitive  
culture/beliefs (N=12, 60.0%), and inadequate education/aware-
ness (N=11, 55.0%). Factors reported in less than half of the 
studies were competing domestic roles (N=4, 20.0%), and the 
lack of confidentiality/anonymity (N=2, 10.0%). We identified  

very few reports originating from outside Africa which  
prevented statistical comparisons of individual reports by con-
tinents and economic level of the countries contributing primary  
studies in the analysis (Table 4).

Barriers for healthcare (qualitative analyses)
Financial constraints. Most caregivers could not afford the 
recurrent costs for the antiseizure medication (Carter et al.,  
2012; El Sharkawy et al., 2006; Kirabira et al., 2018). “This  
hospital is good but sometimes you go there, get examined  
and prescribed for drugs and you need money for those drugs.  
So if you don’t have money, then you just remain with the  
illness”, reported a caregiver for a patient with epilepsy from  

Table 3. Classification of barriers preventing access/utilization of healthcare by children with neurological 
impairments/disability.

Theme (category) of barrier Criteria for inclusion

1.   Financial constraints Determined by whether the patient/caregiver was able to pay for biomedical services 
and all indirect costs incurred while seeking care.

2.   Education/ awareness Lack of/inadequate information or awareness from healthcare facilities about the 
availability of care services; or caregiver/patient unable to seek services due to limited 
education/information/health illiteracy.

3.   Culture/beliefs Caregivers or patients’ values and perceptions inhibiting seeking biomedical services 
or societal attitude influencing health-seeking behaviour

4.    Geographical inaccessibility and 
physical barriers

Geographical inaccessibility described as the proximity of the healthcare facilities 
from the patient’s/caregiver residence. Inaccessibility also included the inability 
to access healthcare services due to physical disabilities and/or unfavourable 
infrastructural design of healthcare facilities or transport systems. 

5.    Inadequate healthcare resources 
and quality of care 

The attitude of healthcare workers and availability of appropriate services/equipment 
such as expert consultation, clinical assessment, supply of critical drugs, laboratory 
equipment, and testing in the healthcare facilities.

6.   Confidentiality/anonymity Comprising privacy and protection of patient information of those seeking healthcare.

7.   Childcare/competing domestic roles Domestic roles such as childcare or taking care of the sick and elderly at home as 
competing roles for the caregivers.
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a rural village in Kenya (Carter et al., 2012). Secondly,  
transportation costs hindered poorer families from accessing  
healthcare (Carter et al., 2012; Merugumala et al., 2017;  
Tataryn et al., 2017). A caregiver from India explained,  
“I know the center didn’t ask for money, but it is the effort  
to get here right? We have to pay for bus fare and that’s  
a lot for me. So, I left it even when they called us back”  
(Merugumala et al., 2017). Indirect costs of healthcare included 
loss of work-time (Wagner et al., 2016), loss of income  
(Bright et al., 2017), and diversion of limited family resources for 
treatment (Carter et al., 2012).

Geographical access. The main geographical factors limiting  
access were unfavourable terrain (Bright et al., 2017), and  
distance decay (Burke et al., 2017; Carter et al., 2012;  
El Sharkawy et al., 2006; Mbuba et al., 2012; Tataryn et al.,  
2017). Unsuitable infrastructural design such as the absence 
of ramps, unfavourable public transport systems, and a lack of  
wheelchairs was also identified (Merugumala et al., 2017).  
“The journey itself is difficult because my son cannot walk  
yet, so if I don’t find an auto-rickshaw, I have to carry him all 
the way down the long road to the center. That is very tiring  
especially in the summer heat, but what else can I do?”, complained 
a caregiver from India (Merugumala et al., 2017).

Availability of healthcare resources. Seventy percent of the 
reports cited either an inadequate number of healthcare facili-
ties, understaffing, or a lack of equipment and medication. 
Patients had difficulties in getting an appointment in public hos-
pitals as there were few trained experts in neurology (Alloh  
et al., 2009; Alrasheed et al., 2018) and rehabilitation. Poor  
diagnostic equipment and the unavailability of antiseizure medi-
cation in healthcare facilities were common for epilepsy patients 
(Carter et al., 2012). Screening programs for children with 
hearing impairment were unavailable and rehabilitation facili-
ties for motor impairment/cerebral palsy and intellectual dis-
ability were few and were located in urban centres (Gobrial,  
2012; Khoza-Shangase, 2019; Merugumala et al., 2017).

Education/awareness. Some caregivers lacked information  
on the causes and treatment of epilepsy (Carter et al., 2012), 
and about the existence of healthcare services (Alrasheed 
et al., 2018; Burke et al., 2017; El Sharkawy et al., 2006;  
Merugumala et al., 2017; Tataryn et al., 2017). Lack of health  
education programs was reported by caregivers for patients 
with epilepsy and visual impairments, respectively (Alrasheed  
et al., 2018; Bassili et al., 2002). Health illiteracy limited  
caregivers’ awareness about the availability of specialist  
services and delayed or hindered the diagnosis of hearing 
impairment and management of children with intellectual dis-
ability (He et al., 2017; Merugumala et al., 2017). Parents and 
health workers could not communicate with deaf adolescents 
using sign language and print material in health campaigns 
was not adapted for blind individuals (Yousafzai et al.,  
2005).

Culture/beliefs. There were misconceptions about the cause  
of epilepsy where animistic beliefs were strongly held. “It is 

said that it is witchcraft. She was bewitched, that is according to 
our customs. That is when you will go to a mganga [traditional  
health practitioner] because you want to untrap them”, explained 
a grandmother to a child with epilepsy in Kenya (Carter et al.,  
2012). Alternative care including consultation of traditional  
health practitioners (THP) was preferred to biomedical care for 
childhood eye diseases (Alrasheed et al., 2018). Societal stigma 
hindered access to (i) antiseizure medication by children with 
epilepsy (Kirabira et al., 2018), rehabilitation for those with 
cerebral palsy (Jindal et al., 2018; McConachie et al., 2001;  
Patel et al., 2017) (ii) access to contraception by adolescents 
with disabilities (Yousafzai et al., 2005), and (iii) HIV/AIDS  
testing among young adults with physical impairments 
(Burke et al., 2017). The dominant role of family elders in  
health-related decisions played a pivotal role where the grand-
mothers believed that deafness would resolve spontaneously  
(Merugumala et al., 2017). 

Competing domestic roles, and lack of confidentiality. Four 
papers reported that childcare and other competing roles such 
as home care for a sick relative were given a higher priority  
over the healthcare for a child with a disability (Bright et al.,  
2017; McConachie et al., 2001; Merugumala et al., 2017; 
Tataryn et al., 2017). Two studies (Burke et al., 2017; Yousafzai 
et al., 2005) identified the lack of confidentiality and privacy of 
personal information as patients with disabilities needed to be  
accompanied by caregivers during consultations.

Discussion
Overall, the main factors hindering access to healthcare by chil-
dren with NI were financial constraints, geographical and physi-
cal inaccessibility, inadequate healthcare resources, prohibitive  
culture and beliefs, and lack of education or awareness, respec-
tively. Other important but less frequently reported factors 
were competing for domestic roles for caregivers, and a lack of  
confidentiality for personal information. Our searches identified  
more studies in epilepsy, and we obtained fewer reports for the 
other domains of NI such as hearing impairments. The main 
form of care reported for epilepsy patients was provision of  
antiseizure medications; however, there was a lack of newer 
antiseizure medication and other treatment options such as  
epilepsy surgery. Rehabilitative services were the most com-
mon form of care for those with motor impairments/cerebral 
palsy and intellectual disability. Most studies originated from 
Africa and fewer studies were identified from other LMICs 
complicating valid comparison by continent and level of  
economic development.

Children with NI from impoverished families could not afford 
out-of-pocket payments for healthcare, a problem compounded 
by a lack of health insurance. Many families were forced to 
neglect healthcare to meet more pressing basic needs such as 
food and shelter. These can be addressed by expanding the 
scope of health insurance coverage to reduce out-of-pocket  
payments for healthcare in LMICs. Children with epilepsy could 
not regularly access antiseizure medication, a common chal-
lenge in developing countries that can be solved by establishing  
community-based services, outreach programs and reducing  
the prices of antiseizure medication in settings where they 
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are costly. Indirect costs such as loss of work time have a sig-
nificant economic impact on these families as time intended 
to be spent earning an income is used to care for their  
children. A cycle of poverty and disability might explain the 
inability of most caregivers to afford expensive primary care for 
their children (Banks et al., 2017). Wilmshurst and colleagues  
(Wilmshurst et al., 2014), affirm the finding that management  
of children with NI is expensive, and the cost of healthcare 
is unaffordable for many impoverished families. Additional  
expenses such as public transport and indirect costs such as 
loss of income were observed in previous studies (Eide et al.,  
2015).

Inadequate healthcare resources especially for rehabilitation 
were common in most African studies. Few rehabilitation experts 
were working in poorly resourced rehabilitation centres pre-
dominantly located in urban centres. The lack of specialist serv-
ices for visually impaired children reflects a previously reported 
shortage of 3.7 ophthalmologists per one million people in 
LMICs, a figure which is substantially low compared to 76.2 per  
million people in high-income countries (Resnikoff et al., 
2020). These shortages can be resolved by investing in train-
ing and employing more rehabilitation experts. Lack of infor-
mation and inadequate communication is a great challenge in 
LMICs. Ineffective communication between healthcare provid-
ers and patient/caregivers has previously been studied (Maloni  
et al., 2010), and patients and caregivers with NI would  
benefit from effective and clear communication from service  
providers, including the use of sign language for the deaf. 
Proper information packaging, effective doctor-patient commu-
nication, and further investment in health promotion campaigns  
might create and sustain awareness about neurodisability  
and healthcare (WHO, 2018). It is also well-established that 
maternal education is strongly associated with the use of health  
services (Armar-Klemesu et al., 2000), while illiteracy of car-
egivers presents difficulties in understanding instructions from 
care providers (Crabtree, 2007). Also, health education might 
play a critical role in supporting the previously suggested  
community-based outreach programs.

As seen in a previous study (Eide et al., 2015) poor terrain  
and long geographical distance significantly reduced the likeli-
hood that children with NI from remote areas were able to access  
healthcare. Also, a lack of environmental modification to  
cater to those with physical impairment limited access to  
healthcare in some studies. For instance, there was a short-
age of wheelchairs, and public transport systems and hospital  
facilities lacked provisions for people with physical  
disabilities. Distance decay, a phenomenon where service utili-
zation reduces with increasing geographical distances from the 
healthcare facilities can be addressed through decentralizing  
healthcare and equipping rural health facilities with appro-
priate healthcare and rehabilitation resources. Additionally,  
community-based rehabilitation has been recommended to com-
plement the care provided by the existing healthcare systems  
(Iemmi et al., 2015). While the convention for the rights of  
people with disabilities, based on the ICF framework, advo-
cates for modification of the environment for the welfare 
of those with disabilities (WHO, 2001; WHO, 2011), these  

recommendations have not been implemented in most LMICs.  
Governments must ensure disability mainstreaming in existing  
and future infrastructural development (such as the construc-
tion of ramps) and partnership with non-governmental/private  
entities in providing other forms of support (e.g. wheelchairs) for  
children with disabilities.

In terms of culture and beliefs, our results are similar to those  
from a Turkish study (Diken, 2006), where mothers who  
perceived child disability to be a result of curses were more  
likely to seek traditional interventions. Misconceptions and  
animistic beliefs on the cause of NI were strongly associ-
ated with visiting THP. There is a need to integrate THP into 
formal healthcare alongside strengthening community-based  
rehabilitation (Krah et al., 2018). Attitudes from the  
patient/caregiver, healthcare provider, or societal perspectives 
were associated with decisions made by primary caregivers or  
children with NI regarding healthcare. For example, a lack  
of altruism and discrimination by healthcare providers, and a 
lack of privacy was observed in sexual and reproductive care  
for adolescents with disability (Banks et al., 2017; Eide et al., 
2015). Education and training of healthcare providers on equal-
ity and diversity are imperative to address the discrimina-
tion in the context of physician-patient-caregiver relationships.  
There is also a need to train non-existent specialities (Bunning  
et al., 2014) and capacity building of existing healthcare staff  
to be sustained (Maloni et al., 2010).

Strengths and limitations
There were few studies identified by our searches, with most 
reports from Africa and none from South America. Logistical 
constraints e.g. subscription requirements limited the number of 
databases we could search as well as the translation of reports 
identified in other languages than English. Also, we acknowl-
edge that our search strategy might have missed some studies  
because a range of commonly used etiological and disability  
terms may have changed over time in the existing literature.  
This will affect the generalizability of our findings, and  
specific studies are needed from unrepresented settings. Both  
quantitative and qualitative studies were eligible for analysis,  
but study design variability prevented the utility of purely 
qualitative or quantitative methods in this review. While chil-
dren and adolescents represent a broad range of age groups  
possibly with different factors influencing the utility of health-
care, there was no standard reporting of barriers in the pri-
mary studies reviewed, which should be standardized in future 
working groups by expert panels or task forces. However, to 
the best of our knowledge, this is the first systematic review 
to synthesize evidence of barriers limiting access and utiliza-
tion of preventive, curative, and rehabilitative care by children  
and adolescents with NI in multiple domains in LMICs.

Conclusion
Financial constraints, geographic inaccessibility, inadequate 
healthcare resources, poor communication/awareness, and cul-
tural barriers were the most ubiquitous barriers limiting access 
and utilization of healthcare services by children with NI. 
There were more studies from sub-Saharan Africa where the 
use of rehabilitative care was more common. Expanding health 
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insurance coverage, improving infrastructure with the decen-
tralization of healthcare, and adequate training and staffing of 
care facilities, combined with investment in structured health 
promotion are fundamental steps towards addressing these  
challenges.

Data availability
All data underlying the results are available as part of the article  
and no additional source data are required.

Reporting guidelines
Harvard Dataverse: PRISMA checklist for ‘Barriers to access  
and utilization of healthcare by children with neurological  
impairments and disability in low-and middle-income  
countries: A systematic review’. https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/
H2V167 (Abuga et al., 2021b).

Data are available under the terms of the Creative Commons  
Attribution 4.0 International license (CC-BY 4.0).

References

 Abuga JA, Kariuki SM, Abubakar A, et al.: Neurological impairment and 
disability in children in rural Kenya. Dev Med Child Neurol. 2021a.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Abuga JA, Mwangi L, Cottrell E, et al.: Replication Data for: Barriers to access 
and utilization of healthcare by children with neurological impairments 
and disability in low-and middle-income countries: A systematic review. 
Harvard Dataverse, V1. 2021b.  
http://www.doi.org/10.7910/DVN/H2V167

 Alloh D, Nandjui B, Bombo J, et al.: Organizational and operational 
capabilities of specialist centres for children with psychomotor disability 
in Abidjan. Ann Phys Rehabil Med. 2009; 52(5): 414–26.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Alrasheed SH, Naidoo KS, Clarke-Farr PC, et al.: Building consensus for the 
development of child eye care services in South Darfur State of Sudan 
using the Delphi technique. Afr J Prim Health Care Fam Med. 2018; 10(1): e1–e9. 
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Armar-Klemesu M, Ruel MT, Maxwell DG, et al.: Poor maternal schooling 
is the main constraint to good child care practices in Accra. J Nutr. 2000; 
130(6): 1597–607.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Banks LM, Kuper H, Polack S: Poverty and disability in low- and middle-
income countries: A systematic review. PLoS One. 2017; 12(12): e0189996. 
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Bassili A, Omar T, Zaki A, et al.: Pattern of diagnostic and therapeutic care of 
childhood epilepsy in Alexandria, Egypt. Int J Qual Health Care. 2002; 14(4): 
277–84.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Booth AM, Wright KE, Outhwaite H: Centre for Reviews and Dissemination 
databases: value, content, and developments. Int J Technol Assess Health Care. 
2010; 26(4): 470–2.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Bright T, Mulwafu W, Thindwa R, et al.: Reasons for low uptake of referrals 
to ear and hearing services for children in Malawi. PLoS One. 2017; 12(12): 
e0188703.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Bright T, Wallace S, Kuper H: A Systematic Review of Access to Rehabilitation 
for People with Disabilities in Low- and Middle-Income Countries. Int J 
Environ Res Public Health. 2018; 15(10): 2165.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Bunning K, Gona JK, Odera-Mung’ala V, et al.: Survey of rehabilitation support 
for children 0–15 years in a rural part of Kenya. Disabil Rehabil. 2014; 36(12): 
1033–41.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Burke E, Kébé F, Flink I, et al.: A qualitative study to explore the barriers 
and enablers for young people with disabilities to access sexual and 
reproductive health services in Senegal. Reprod Health Matters. 2017; 25(50): 
43–54.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Carter JA, Molyneux CS, Mbuba CK, et al.: The reasons for the epilepsy 
treatment gap in Kilifi, Kenya: using formative research to identify 
interventions to improve adherence to antiepileptic drugs. Epilepsy Behav. 
2012; 25(4): 614–21.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Crabtree SA: Family responses to the social inclusion of children with 
developmental disabilities in the United Arab Emirates. Disabil Soc. 2007; 
22(1): 49–62.  
Publisher Full Text 

 Diken IH: Turkish Mothers Interpretation of Child Disability of Their 

Children with Mental Retardation. Int J Spec Educ. 2006; 21(2): 8–17. 
Reference Source

 Eide AH, Mannan H, Khogali M, et al.: Perceived Barriers for Accessing Health 
Services among Individuals with Disability in Four African Countries. PLoS 
One. 2015; 10(5): e0125915.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 El Sharkawy G, Newton C, Hartley S: Attitudes and practices of families 
and health care personnel toward children with epilepsy in Kilifi, Kenya. 
Epilepsy Behav. 2006; 8(1): 201–12.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Engel GL: The need for a new medical model: a challenge for biomedicine. 
Science. 1977; 196(4286): 129–36.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Fisher RS, Acevedo C, Arzimanoglou A, et al.: ILAE official report: a practical 
clinical definition of epilepsy. Epilepsia. 2014; 55(4): 475–82.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Global Research on Developmental Disabilities Collaborators: Developmental 
disabilities among children younger than 5 years in 195 countries and 
territories, 1990–2016: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of 
Disease Study 2016. Lancet Glob Health. 2018; 6(10): e1100–e1121.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Gobrial E: Mind the gap: the human rights of children with intellectual 
disabilities in Egypt. J Intellect Disabil Res. 2012; 56(11): 1058–64.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Groce N, Challenger E, Berman-Bieler R, et al.: Malnutrition and disability: 
unexplored opportunities for collaboration. Paediatr Int Child Health. 2014; 
34(4): 308–14.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 He P, Guo C, Luo Y, et al.: Trends in Rehabilitation Services Use in Chinese 
Children and Adolescents With Intellectual Disabilities: 2007–2013. Arch 
Phys Med Rehabil. 2017; 98(12): 2408–2415.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Iemmi V, Gibson L, Blanchet K, et al.: Community-based Rehabilitation 
for People With Disabilities in Low- and Middle-income Countries: A 
Systematic Review. Campbell Syst Rev. 2015; 11(1): 1–177.  
Publisher Full Text 

 Jindal P, MacDermid JC, Rosenbaum P, et al.: Perspectives on rehabilitation 
of children with cerebral palsy: exploring a cross-cultural view of 
parents from India and Canada using the international classification of 
functioning, disability and health. Disabil Rehabil. 2018; 40(23): 2745–2755. 
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Khoza-Shangase K: Early hearing detection and intervention in South 
Africa: Exploring factors compromising service delivery as expressed by 
caregivers. Int J Pediatr Otorhinolaryngol. 2019; 118: 73–78.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Kirabira J, Nakawuki M, Fallen R, et al.: Perceived stigma and associated 
factors among children and adolescents with epilepsy in south western 
Uganda: A cross sectional study. Seizure. 2018; 57: 50–55.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Krah E, de Kruijf J, Ragno L: Integrating Traditional Healers into the Health 
Care System: Challenges and Opportunities in Rural Northern Ghana.  
J Community Health. 2018; 43(1): 157–163.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Maloni PK, Despres ER, Habbous J, et al.: Perceptions of disability among 
mothers of children with disability in Bangladesh: implications for 
rehabilitation service delivery. Disabil Rehabil. 2010; 32(10): 845–54.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

Page 11 of 21

Wellcome Open Research 2022, 6:61 Last updated: 07 MAR 2022

https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/H2V167
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/H2V167
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34536290
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/dmcn.15059
http://www.doi.org/10.7910/DVN/H2V167
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19623685
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rehab.2009.02.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30456975
http://dx.doi.org/10.4102/phcfm.v10i1.1767
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/6244194
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10827216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jn/130.6.1597
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29267388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0189996
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/5739437
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12201186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/14.4.277
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20923587
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0266462310000978
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29261683
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188703
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/5736203
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30279358
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15102165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/6210163
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23991677
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2013.829524
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/4086233
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28784062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09688080.2017.1329607
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23160097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yebeh.2012.07.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/3520004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09687590601056618
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ843601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25993307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0125915
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/4489521
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16275111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yebeh.2005.09.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/847460
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.847460
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24730690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/epi.12550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30172774
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(18)30309-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/6139259
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23106749
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.2012.01650.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25309998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1179/2046905514Y.0000000156
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/4232244
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28610967
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2017.05.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.4073/csr.2015.15
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28747138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2017.1356383
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30590280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijporl.2018.12.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29567525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seizure.2018.03.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28681282
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10900-017-0398-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/5767209
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20131951
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/09638280903326063


 Maulik PK, Darmstadt GL: Childhood disability in low- and middle-income 
countries: overview of screening, prevention, services, legislation, and 
epidemiology. Pediatrics. 2007; 120 Suppl 1: S1–55.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Mbuba CK, Ngugi AK, Fegan G, et al.: Risk factors associated with the 
epilepsy treatment gap in Kilifi, Kenya: a cross-sectional study. Lancet 
Neurol. 2012; 11(8): 688–96.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 McConachie H, Huq S, Munir S, et al.: Difficulties for mothers in using an 
early intervention service for children with cerebral palsy in Bangladesh. 
Child Care Health Dev. 2001; 27(1): 1–12.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Merugumala SV, Pothula V, Cooper M: Barriers to timely diagnosis and 
treatment for children with hearing impairment in a southern Indian 
city: a qualitative study of parents and clinic staff. Int J Audiol. 2017; 56(10): 
733–739.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, et al.: Preferred reporting items for systematic 
reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS Med. 2009; 6(7): 
e1000097.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Moreau JF, Fink EL, Hartman ME, et al.: Hospitalizations of children with 
neurologic disorders in the United States. Pediatr Crit Care Med. 2013; 14(8): 
801–10.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Mung’ala-Odera V, Meehan R, Njuguna P, et al.: Prevalence and risk factors of 
neurological disability and impairment in children living in rural Kenya. Int 
J Epidemiol. 2006; 35(3): 683–8.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Munn Z, Moola S, Riitano D, et al.: The development of a critical appraisal 
tool for use in systematic reviews addressing questions of prevalence. Int J 
Health Policy Manag. 2014; 3(3): 123–8.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Nuri RP, Aldersey HM, Ghahari S: Needs of families of children with cerebral 
palsy in Bangladesh: A qualitative study. Child Care Health Dev. 2019; 45(1): 
36–44.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Olusanya BO, Wright SM, Nair MKC, et al.: Global Burden of Childhood 
Epilepsy, Intellectual Disability, and Sensory Impairments. Pediatrics. 2020; 
146(1): e20192623.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Patel P, Baier J, Baranov E, et al.: Health beliefs regarding pediatric cerebral 
palsy among caregivers in Botswana: A qualitative study. Child Care Health 
Dev. 2017; 43(6): 861–868.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Patel V, Goel DS, Desai R: Scaling up services for mental and neurological 
disorders in low-resource settings. Int Health. 2009; 1(1): 37–44.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Patel V, Kieling C, Maulik PK, et al.: Improving access to care for children with 
mental disorders: a global perspective. Arch Dis Child. 2013; 98(5): 323–7. 
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Pettigrew LM, De Maeseneer J, Anderson MIP, et al.: Primary health care and 
the Sustainable Development Goals. Lancet. 2015; 386(10009): 2119–2121. 
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Resnikoff S, Lansingh VS, Washburn L, et al.: Estimated number of 
ophthalmologists worldwide (International Council of Ophthalmology 
update): will we meet the needs? Br J Ophthalmol. 2020; 104(4): 588–592. 
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Roland L, Fischer C, Tran K, et al.: Quality of Life in Children with Hearing 
Impairment: Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. Otolaryngol Head Neck 

Surg. 2016; 155(2): 208–19.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Saltman RB, Bankauskaite V, Vrangbaek K: Central Issues in the 
decentralization debate. In: Decentralization in Health Care: Strategies and 
Outcomes. 2007; 9–21.  
Reference Source

 Scherzer AL, Chhagan M, Kauchali S, et al.: Global perspective on early 
diagnosis and intervention for children with developmental delays and 
disabilities. Dev Med Child Neurol. 2012; 54(12): 1079–84.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Tangcharoensathien V, Mills A, Palu T: Accelerating health equity: the key 
role of universal health coverage in the Sustainable Development Goals. 
BMC Med. 2015; 13: 101.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Tataryn M, Polack S, Chokotho L, et al.: Childhood disability in Malawi: a 
population based assessment using the key informant method. BMC 
Pediatr. 2017; 17(1): 198.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 Thurman DJ, Beghi E, Begley CE, et al.: Standards for epidemiologic studies 
and surveillance of epilepsy. Epilepsia. 2011; 52 Suppl 7: 2–26.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Wagner RG, Bertram MY, Gómez-Olivé FX, et al.: Health care utilization and 
outpatient, out-of-pocket costs for active convulsive epilepsy in rural 
northeastern South Africa: a cross-sectional Survey. BMC Health Serv Res. 
2016; 16: 208.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 WHO: International Classification of Functioning, Health and Disability 
(ICF). 2001.  
Reference Source

 WHO: International classification of functioning, disability and health: 
children and youth version: ICF-CY. Vol., ed.^eds. World Health Organization. 
2007.  
Reference Source

 WHO: World Report on Disability. The World Bank, Geneva, Switzerland. 2011. 
Reference Source

 WHO: WHO global disability action plan 2014–2021: better health for all 
people with disability. World Health Organization, Geneva. 2015.  
Reference Source

 WHO: Access to rehabilitation in primary health care: an ongoing 
challenge. World Health Organization, Geneva. 2018.  
Reference Source

 WHO: Blindness and vision impairment. 2019.  
Reference Source

 WHO: Deafness and hearing loss. 2020.  
Reference Source

 Wilmshurst JM, Kakooza-Mwesige A, Newton CR: The challenges of managing 
children with epilepsy in Africa. Semin Pediatr Neurol. 2014; 21(1): 36–41. 
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

 World-Bank: New country classifications by income level: 2018-2019. T.W. 
Bank. 2019.  
Reference Source

 Yousafzai AK, Edwards K, D’Allesandro C, et al.: HIV/AIDS information and 
services: the situation experienced by adolescents with disabilities in 
Rwanda and Uganda. Disabil Rehabil. 2005; 27(22): 1357–63.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text 

 Zuurmond M, Mactaggart I, Kannuri N, et al.: Barriers and Facilitators to 
Accessing Health Services: A Qualitative Study Amongst People with 
Disabilities in Cameroon and India. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2019; 16(7): 
1126.  
PubMed Abstract | Publisher Full Text | Free Full Text 

Page 12 of 21

Wellcome Open Research 2022, 6:61 Last updated: 07 MAR 2022

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17603094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2007-0043B
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22770914
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1474-4422(12)70155-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/3404220
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11136337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2214.2001.00207.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28685639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14992027.2017.1340678
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19621072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/2707599
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23842588
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/PCC.0b013e31828aa71f
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/3795828
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16492712
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyl023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25197676
http://dx.doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2014.71
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/4154549
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30304759
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cch.12624
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32554521
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2019-2623
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28744889
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cch.12490
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21637318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.inhe.2009.02.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/3081098
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23476001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/archdischild-2012-302079
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/3672840
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26638948
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)00949-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31266774
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bjophthalmol-2019-314336
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/7147181
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27118820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0194599816640485
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/5293136
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/288264531_Central_issues_in_the_decentralization_debate
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22803576
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2012.04348.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/3840420
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25925656
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12916-015-0342-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/4415234
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29179740
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12887-017-0948-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/5704595
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21899536
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1528-1167.2011.03121.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27353295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1460-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/4924265
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/42407/9241545429.pdf
https://books.google.co.in/books?id=SWFQDXyU-rcC#:~:text=The International Classification of Functioning Disability and Health,and the influence of environments surrounding the child
https://www.who.int/disabilities/world_report/2011/report.pdf
https://www.who.int/disabilities/policies/actionplan/Disability_action_plan_faq.pdf
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/325522/WHO-HIS-SDS-2018.40-eng.pdf?
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/blindness-and-visual-impairment
https://www.who.int/health-topics/hearing-loss#tab=tab_1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24655403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.spen.2014.01.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/5496661
https://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/new-country-classifications-income-level-2019-2020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16372430
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09638280500164297
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30934813
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16071126
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/6480147


Open Peer Review
Current Peer Review Status:   

Version 2

Reviewer Report 07 March 2022

https://doi.org/10.21956/wellcomeopenres.19467.r48191

© 2022 Gwer S. This is an open access peer review report distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons 
Attribution License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the 
original work is properly cited.

Samson Gwer   
1 School of Medicine, Kenyatta University, Nairobi, Kenya 
2 Afya Research Africa, Nairobi, Kenya 

This is a greatly improved draft. 
 
The authors provide quality scores for the included studies. It would be great if they can 
complement this with a tabulation of the critical appraisal results, provided as supplementary 
material if there is a publication limit to the number of tables. 
 
The authors should consider a statement on the role of the co-authors in undertaking the 
systematic review.
 
Competing Interests: No competing interests were disclosed.

Reviewer Expertise: Child Neurology; Health Systems

I confirm that I have read this submission and believe that I have an appropriate level of 
expertise to confirm that it is of an acceptable scientific standard.

Reviewer Report 02 February 2022

https://doi.org/10.21956/wellcomeopenres.19467.r48192

© 2022 McConachie H. This is an open access peer review report distributed under the terms of the Creative 
Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited.

Helen McConachie   
Population Health Sciences Institute, Newcastle University, Newcastle, UK 

 
Page 13 of 21

Wellcome Open Research 2022, 6:61 Last updated: 07 MAR 2022

https://doi.org/10.21956/wellcomeopenres.19467.r48191
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7574-1060
https://doi.org/10.21956/wellcomeopenres.19467.r48192
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0713-3987


This important systematic review has been improved by the authors, and they have responded 
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evidence. There needs to be a clearer articulation of the mixed methods review process that has 
likely been used in conducting the review. This should include an explicit description of the data 
extraction and data synthesis processes used for the qualitative and quantitative types of studies 
 
The authors indicate that they assessed the quality of the included studies but they have not 
provided a summary of the assessment. There is scanty information about the included studies - 
this is important for transparency. The reader should be able to judge that the results presented 
are indeed the product of an unbiased analysis of considered and included studies. 
I also take note of a minor item in the abstract for clarification: What do the authors mean by 
“Survivors of Childhood Mortality” in the first statement on the abstract?
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Are sufficient details of the methods and analysis provided to allow replication by others?
Partly

Is the statistical analysis and its interpretation appropriate?
Partly

Are the conclusions drawn adequately supported by the results presented in the review?
Partly

Competing Interests: No competing interests were disclosed.

Reviewer Expertise: Child Neurology; Health Systems

I confirm that I have read this submission and believe that I have an appropriate level of 
expertise to confirm that it is of an acceptable scientific standard, however I have 
significant reservations, as outlined above.

Author Response 10 Jan 2022
Jonathan Abuga, Kemri-Wellcome Trust Research Programme, Kilifi, Kenya 

Thank you very much for reviewing this paper and inviting us to address your comments 
and suggestions. We have addressed the comments and made a point-by-point response to 
each one of them as below. 
 
Comment #1 
In reviewing this paper, I take note of comments and suggestions by the first reviewer 
raising valid issues which I agree need to be addressed by the authors. 
 
Reply: Thank you for noting the valid comments and suggestions given by the first reviewer. We 
have addressed your comments and suggestions, including those given by the first reviewer, and 
revised the manuscript appropriately. 
 
Comment #2 
The systematic review analyses and summarizes different types of studies with different 
levels of evidence. There needs to be a clearer articulation of the mixed methods review 
process that has likely been used in conducting the review. This should include an 
explicit description of the data extraction and data synthesis processes used for the 
qualitative and quantitative types of studies. 
 
Reply: We have provided additional information for quantitative and qualitative synthesis 
approaches on pages 7-8 of the revised paper. We’ve also described the list of variables that were 
extracted and the methods which were used in the data synthesis for qualitative and quantitative 
studies included in this review. 
 
Comment #3 
The authors indicate that they assessed the quality of the included studies, but they have 
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not provided a summary of the assessment. 
 
Reply: Thank you for this important observation, which was also noted by the first reviewer. We 
now provide a summary of the assessment of the quality of studies in the first paragraph of the 
Results section, on page 8. 
 
Comment #4 
There is scanty information about the included studies - this is important for transparency. 
The reader should be able to judge that the results presented are indeed the product of an 
unbiased analysis of considered and included studies. 
 
Reply: We have now provided additional information about the included studies (Tables 1-4) to 
allow the readers to make an unbiased assessment of the results.   
 
Comment #5 
I also take note of a minor item in the abstract for clarification: What do the authors mean 
by “Survivors of Childhood Mortality” in the first statement on the abstract? 
 
Reply: We intended to refer to children who survive the first five years of life in LMICs. For clarity, 
we have revised the sentence which now reads as follows. “Neurological impairments (NI) and 
disability are common among children residing in low-and middle-income countries (LMICs).  
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Helen McConachie   
Population Health Sciences Institute, Newcastle University, Newcastle, UK 

This systematic review addresses an important topic, aiming to identify barriers which affect 
access to healthcare for children with neurodisability and their families. Identification of barriers 
allows the proposal and development of strategies to overcome such barriers, and the authors 
include this in the Discussion.  The review identifies seven categories of barriers from the 
literature selected; it is likely to be the first systematic review of this topic. Thus the findings are 
useful for the field. 
 
However, there are a number of limitations to the methods of the review which limit its 
comprehensiveness. This does not necessarily invalidate the findings concerning types of barriers, 
though others of relevance may have been missed. However, it does create bias in some of the 
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authors' statements concerning how frequently different types of conditions or disorders would 
be represented in the literature, and such references should be rewritten (e.g. the first sentence of 
the Discussion, and the second sentence of the Conclusion). Of limitations, first, the authors 
considered only papers published in English, in only four databases, and did not include grey 
literature or searches by key author surnames. Second, the search terms for neurodisability were 
limited mostly to 'impairment', i.e. apart from epilepsy. In the span of time searched (1990-2019), 
before the publication of the ICF in 2001, a range of etiological and disability terms would have 
been used. For example, a search on 'cerebral palsy' (not just 'motor impairment') would have 
yielded a number of additional papers examining barriers to service use in LMICs. It is not clear 
that the authors did a preliminary check that key expected papers were found by their search 
strategy, and the resulting focus on epilepsy studies in their results is not surprising. Third, two 
reviewers independently screened papers on title and abstract for eligibility, but there is no 
statement as to whether there was any check on agreement at this crucial stage. Fourth, the 
authors state they examined the quality of studies but how this information was used is not 
reported. Fifth, there is inadequate description of how the seven themes to classify barriers were 
derived. Was this drafted in advance, or from the data extracted? Was there any check on the 
validity/reliability of the classification? What type of evidence was used - were single quotes from a 
paper sufficient, or was the paper itself required to have presented categories?  Thus not enough 
information is presented so that the systematic review could be repeated by others. Obviously, the 
authors cannot redo the review at this stage, but a fuller acknowledgement of limitations in the 
Discussion is necessary. 
 
Overall, the review takes a rather narrow focus, and some of the writing seems to reflect a medical 
mind-set rather than considering the wider needs of the child in the family and community. For 
example, the first sentence of the Abstract describes a focus on "survivors of childhood mortality" 
rather than reflecting the multifactorial background of child neurodisability. Likewise, the first 
paragraph of the Introduction emphasises hospitalisation from accidents or infection and only 
moves to prevention and rehabilitation in the second paragraph. The Introduction does not 
present a very thorough justification of the need for the review, simply saying the evidence 
concerning barriers is fragmented. To my mind a broader introduction would have been beneficial 
- for example, I was surprised not to see any reference to the influential overview article by Patel et 
al. (2013 Arch Dis Child)1 which also discussed barriers such as lack of evidence-based treatments 
and lack of identification of disorders. 
 
Figure 4 is unnecessary. 
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Not applicable

Are the conclusions drawn adequately supported by the results presented in the review?
Yes

Competing Interests: No competing interests were disclosed.
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I confirm that I have read this submission and believe that I have an appropriate level of 
expertise to confirm that it is of an acceptable scientific standard, however I have 
significant reservations, as outlined above.

Author Response 10 Jan 2022
Jonathan Abuga, Kemri-Wellcome Trust Research Programme, Kilifi, Kenya 

Thank you very much for reviewing this paper and inviting us to address your comments 
and suggestions. We have addressed the comments and made a point-by-point response to 
each one of them as below. 
 
Comment #1: 
This systematic review addresses an important topic, aiming to identify barriers that affect 
access to healthcare for children with neurodisability and their families. Identification of 
barriers allows the proposal and development of strategies to overcome such barriers, and 
the authors include this in the Discussion.  The review identifies seven categories of barriers 
from the literature selected; it is likely to be the first systematic review of this topic. Thus, 
the findings are useful for the field. However, there are a number of limitations to the 
methods of the review which limit its comprehensiveness. This does not necessarily 
invalidate the findings concerning types of barriers, though others of relevance may have 
been missed. However, it does create bias in some of the authors' statements concerning 
how frequently different types of conditions or disorders would be represented in the 
literature, and such references should be rewritten (e.g. the first sentence of the Discussion, 
and the second sentence of the Conclusion). 
 
Reply: Thank you very much for appraising our work and for identifying potential limitations in 
the methods section for our attention. In our reply to your comments numbered 6-8 below, we 
respond to each specific question about the identification and classification of barriers and the 
reasons why we focussed on the selected categories. We hope that these revisions have improved 
the paper. 
 
Comment #2:  
The authors considered only papers published in English, in only four databases, and did 
not include grey literature or searches by key author surnames. 
 
Reply: Thank you for pointing out this limitation, which we now discuss in the discussion of the 
revised manuscript. This was a systematic review whose focus was mostly on peer-reviewed 
articles. This systematic review approach gives equal chances of article identification to both key 
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and new authors. We had intended to include non-English articles but struggled to get translation 
assistance for various foreign languages, a consistent challenge in many of our previous reviews. 
Our searches, however, identified a critical number of reports published in sub-Saharan Africa 
(SSA), which we think might be representative of this region. We have acknowledged this 
limitation in the strengths and limitations section of the revised manuscript (page 17, lines 338-
352).  
 
Comment #3:  
Second, the search terms for neurodisability were limited mostly to 'impairment, i.e. apart 
from epilepsy. In the span of time searched (1990-2019), before the publication of the ICF in 
2001, a range of etiological and disability terms would have been used. For example, a 
search on 'cerebral palsy' (not just 'motor impairment') would have yielded a number of 
additional papers examining barriers to service use in LMICs. It is not clear that the authors 
did a preliminary check that key expected papers were found by their search strategy, and 
the resulting focus on epilepsy studies in their results is not surprising 
 
Reply: We did a preliminary check of the expected studies and the search strategies and 
identified most of the key studies that we were aware of at the time of the initial search. While we 
acknowledge that our search strategy might have missed some studies given the limitations in 
the search terms and the changes in commonly used terminology over the review period, we 
believe that some studies of cerebral palsy would have described motor deficits/impairments in 
the text field of these reports, and would be identified since we did not restrict search terms by 
title, abstract or text. We, however, have conducted additional searches in the select databases 
using the additional search terms “OR cerebral palsy” for the same period and identified four 
additional papers that meet the inclusion criteria. Details of these four articles are now reflected 
in the methods, results, and discussion of the revised manuscript.   
 
Comment #4: 
The reviewers independently screened papers on title and abstract for eligibility, but there 
is no statement as to whether there was any check on the agreement at this crucial stage. 
 
Reply: Thank you for this observation. At the screening stage, two authors (LM and JA) compared 
the list of reports identified by the searches as to whether they met the predefined inclusion 
criteria; all disagreements were resolved by consensus before proceeding to the next stage. This 
information is now provided on page 7, lines 113-114 of the revised manuscript. 
 
Comment #5:  
The author’s state they examined the quality of studies but how this information was used is 
not reported. 
 
Reply: We acknowledge this oversight in our report. We now report the median percentage 
scores, for instance, 90% (range 37.5-90.0) for quantitative studies, based on the Joanna Briggs 
Institute (JBI) critical appraisal tools in the results of the revised manuscript (see the first 
paragraph of the Results).  
 
Comment #6:  
There is an inadequate description of how the seven themes to classify barriers were 
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derived. Was this drafted in advance, or from the data extracted? 
 
Reply: Thank you for this important question. The seven themes into which we classified the 
barriers were based on data extracted from the first 10 articles meeting the inclusion criteria and 
were constantly updated with new emerging themes from the subsequent review of the 
remainder articles. For this reason, the categories (themes) we identified might only exclude other 
relevant categories not captured by our searches. We used a three-stage process to identify and 
classify barriers from the primary articles. In stage I, three reviewers (LM, EC, and JA) each 
independently identified the emerging categories in the data retrieved from the primary articles. 
In stage II, the three reviewers held a joint meeting to present and discuss the identified 
categories, each at a time. Some categories were merged, and others were created to include 
reviewers’ suggestions logically and comprehensively. In stage III, the reviewers held the final 
joint consensus meeting on a separate date to review the created categories before writing the 
final report. We also identified verbatim excerpts from the eligible primary qualitative studies to 
represent the voices of the caregivers about their perceptions of the barriers to care for their 
disabled children. The three-stage process is now described on pages 7 and 8, in the Methods 
section, and pages 12-13 in the Results section of the revised manuscript. 
 
Comment #7:  
Was there any check on the validity/reliability of the classification? 
 
Reply: As highlighted in our response to comment # 6 above, we addressed the inter-observer 
validity/reliability of our classification approach in a three-step process. We think that there is 
room for improving this thematic framework in future reviews. 
 
Comment #8:  
What type of evidence was used - were single quotes from a paper sufficient, or was the 
paper itself required to have presented categories?  Thus, not enough information is 
presented so that the systematic review could be repeated by other by others. Obviously, 
the authors cannot redo the review at this stage, but a fuller acknowledgement of 
limitations in the Discussion is necessary. 
 
Reply: As this was a systematic review to provide published data on the subject, single or multiple 
quotes identified in the primary article were sufficient; the report itself did not have to present the 
categories as defined by the reviewers as long as the barriers could be inferred from what was 
already provided. We provide this information in the Methods section (pages 7-8) of the revised 
manuscript. We also acknowledge the limitations of this approach in the Discussion.  
 
Comment #9:  
Overall, the review takes a rather narrow focus, and some of the writing seems to reflect a 
medical mindset rather than considering the wider needs of the child in the family and 
community. For example, the first sentence of the Abstract describes a focus on "survivors 
of childhood mortality" rather than reflecting the multifactorial background of child 
neurodisability. Likewise, the first paragraph of the Introduction emphasises hospitalisation 
from accidents or infection and only moves to prevention and rehabilitation in the second 
paragraph. 
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Reply: Thank you for raising this important comment. We acknowledge the multidimensional 
perspectives of disability and how these have evolved. We have revised the abstract and the 
introduction sections, following your recommendations, to include the multifactorial background 
to child neurodisability based on the ICF framework, without deviating from the focus of our 
review, which was to identify barriers limiting access and utilization of biomedical services, 
including preventive, curative and rehabilitative care.  
 
Comment #10:  
The Introduction does not present a very thorough justification of the need for the review, 
simply saying the evidence concerning barriers is fragmented. To my mind a broader 
introduction would have been beneficial - for example, I was surprised not to see any 
reference to the influential overview article by Patel et al. (2013 Arch Dis Child)1 which also 
discussed barriers such as lack of evidence-based treatments and lack of identification of 
disorders. 
 
Reply: Thank you for this suggestion. We have broadened the introduction to justify the need for 
this systematic review. We have also included ideas from the landmark overview article by Patel et 
al. considering the context of this work. Please see the revisions on pages 4 and 5 of the revised 
manuscript.   
 
Comment #11: 
Figure 4 is unnecessary 
 
Reply: Thank you for this observation. We have removed figure 4 and all references to it in the 
revised manuscript  
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