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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 manuscript is an important contribution to the scientific community as it brings much-needed attention to the health risks faced by professionals working in diagnostic imaging. It emphasizes how the consistent and proper use of lead-based protective gear—like aprons, thyroid shields, and glasses—can significantly reduce radiation exposure and protect those who care for others every day. Beyond the data, it sheds light on the real-world challenges these professionals face, including lack of training, inadequate safety culture, and even physical strain from heavy equipment. By addressing both the technical and human aspects of radiological protection, this study encourages healthcare institutions to prioritize the well-being of their staff and take meaningful steps toward creating safer, healthier workplaces.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Length: The title is a bit long and could be more concise without losing meaning.

Style: Replacing "The Importance of Using..." with a stronger, more academic phrase can enhance impact.

Suggested Title: "Reducing Radiation Exposure in Diagnostic Imaging: The Case for Lead-Protective PPE"


	

	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 is well-structured, contains all essential components (background, objective, methods, results, conclusion), and effectively conveys the significance of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
Minor Improvements Suggested:

1. Language Polishing:
Although well-written, some sentences could benefit from slight rephrasing for improved flow and clarity.

  E.g., “This study consisted of a qualitative literature review…” can be improved to     “This study adopted a qualitative literature review approach…”

2. Tables or Figures:
Adding a summary table of PPE effectiveness or international dose limits may enhance readability.

3. More Quantitative Data:
Including actual exposure reductions in mSv (not just %) in selected case studies could strengthen the impact.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and recent, with good thematic relevance and coverage. A few updates or replacements for non-peer-reviewed sources and citation clean-up would make the manuscript even stronger, especially for publication in Scopus or PubMed-indexed journals.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript:

· Maintains a formal academic tone.

· Demonstrates a good command of English grammar and syntax.

· Uses subject-specific terminology accurately (e.g., “stochastic effects,” “fluoroscopy,” “ALARA principle”).

· Follows a logical structure (Abstract → Introduction → Methodology → Results & Discussion → Conclusion → References).

· Provides adequate transitions and clarity between sections.

· Avoids redundancy and uses coherent, focused paragraphs.

Areas for minor improvement:

1. Consistency in punctuation and spacing: A few sections (especially at the beginning) contain extra periods or formatting irregularities.

2. Typographical edits: Slight polishing could improve flow—e.g., “the research consisted of a qualitative literature review” could be more concisely rephrased.

3. Passive voice usage: While academically acceptable, occasionally using active voice might improve readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This review highlights the critical need for consistent use of lead-based PPE among healthcare professionals to minimize occupational radiation exposure, emphasizing both protective efficacy and ergonomic considerations.
Further research and institutional commitment are recommended to strengthen radiation safety culture through education, routine monitoring, and the adoption of modern protective technologies.
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