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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This topic is very useful for the sake of patient safety and radiation protection practice, which the findings could help balance the risk-benefit ratio, ensuring that procedures are justified and optimised per ALARA (As Low As Reasonably Achievable) principles.
It can also guide the clinical decision support among clinicians on the necessity and frequency of the procedures. A study like this could also contribute to dosimetry data for ‘underreported’ procedures like bile duct imaging.
Technically wise: risk correlation with technical factors like kV, mAs and DAP could help optimise the protocols, improve operator awareness and encourage use of protective measures, and highlight the need for training programmes to address any issues.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is considered ordinary. Can be more scientifically sound, like – “A quantitative assessment of radiation-induced cancer risk from fluoroscopic biliary procedures at ……”
	

	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 would benefit from revision for clarity, structure, and grammar.
For the first paragraph, I recommend rephrasing it into a more concise and flowing narrative that clearly states the problem, knowledge gap, and study objective.
For study design and methodology, please consider elaborating on how patients were selected, what specific measurements or dose parameters were collected, and the main statistical tests performed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the manuscript addresses an important topic, several sections require improvement to meet scientific publication standards:

· Introduction: The introduction lacks depth in highlighting the core problem, existing knowledge gaps, and the significance of past studies in this area. A stronger narrative is needed to establish the study's context and justify its objectives.

· Methods: The current writing style resembles that of a dissertation rather than a journal article. The section would benefit from a more concise, standardised structure typical of peer-reviewed journals. Including a flowchart or diagram to visualise the workflow and methodology would enhance clarity and reproducibility. Please ensure that sufficient detail is provided so that the study can be replicated by other researchers.

· Results: The presentation of results needs significant enhancement. Consider using clear tables, figures, or charts to summarise key findings. Textual descriptions alone are insufficient for conveying the full value of the data.

· Discussion: The discussion lacks depth and critical interpretation. A meaningful discussion should link the findings to existing literature, explain their implications, and acknowledge limitations. As it stands, this section does not effectively contextualise the results.

· References: There appears to be a discrepancy between the number of in-text citations and the full reference list. Fewer than 10 citations appear in the text, suggesting either under-referencing or formatting issues. Additionally, a higher proportion of recent literature (especially within the last 5 years) should be incorporated to reflect current understanding and practices.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Only approximately 25% of the references cited are from the past five years. For a study addressing radiation exposure and cancer risk, a field with ongoing technological and regulatory developments, it is important to include more recent and up-to-date references to ensure relevance and scientific rigour.
	

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


	The manuscript requires thorough professional proofreading to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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