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



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


	This manuscript offers valuable insights into the cancer risk associated with fluoroscopic examinations of the bile ducts, an area of growing concern in diagnostic radiology. By quantifying absorbed and effective radiation doses and comparing them with international safety standards (BAPETEN and ICRP), the study provides robust evidence that current practices at Sanjiwani Gianyar Hospital fall within safe exposure limits. These findings are significant as they contribute to the global discourse on radiation safety, particularly in vulnerable populations undergoing repeated imaging. The study also supports the development of optimized, evidence-based protocols for minimizing cancer risk, thereby enhancing patient safety and public health outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of the article: "Determining the risk of cancer when examining the bile ducts using fluoroscopy at Sanjiwani Hospital, Gianyar"is informative but could be improved for clarity, scientific tone, and conciseness. It currently reads more like a research question than a definitive study title. A more suitable and professional alternative would be: Suggested Title:"Assessment of Cancer Risk from Fluoroscopic Bile Duct Examinations at Sanjiwani Hospital, Gianyar".This version maintain accuracy while sounding more scientific and concise.
	

	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 current abstract provides a general overview of the study, including the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it can be improved for clarity, structure, and scientific rigor. Here are specific suggestions: Suggested Improvements:

1. Clarify the Aim (remove repetition)

· The "Aim" section is repeated twice—this is unnecessary. Keep only one version and phrase it more clearly.

2. Improve language and structure

· Sentences such as "This value is certainly lower than..." should be rephrased in a more objective, scientific tone (e.g., "This value was found to be below the safety threshold defined by...").

3. Add a sentence on the significance or implication

· The abstract lacks a sentence explaining why these findings matter — e.g., how they contribute to radiation safety, patient care, or imaging protocol improvements.

4. Omit overly detailed values

· Instead of listing multiple dose values (min/max for all variables), summarize with a single clear sentence unless extreme values are crucial.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its core purpose and analysis, but it requires significant language editing, clarification of statistical interpretation, and improvement in structure and depth of discussion to meet publication standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are appropriate for conducting a study of this kind.
	

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


	It’s good.
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