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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 provides valuable site-specific data on background ionizing radiation and associated excess lifetime cancer risks in communities located around oil and gas facilities in Rivers State, Nigeria. Such localized assessments are important because radiation exposure levels can vary widely depending on industrial activities, geology, and environmental conditions. By documenting radiological parameters in an oil-producing region, the study adds to the body of evidence on potential public health risks in areas affected by resource extraction. These findings can serve as a baseline for policymakers, health authorities, and environmental regulators to design monitoring frameworks and protective measures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Evaluation of Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk from Background Ionizing Radiation Around Omoku and Obrikom Oil and Gas Plant” is informative but a bit long and slightly awkward in phrasing.
	

	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 covers the aim, methods, results, and conclusion, but it is not very concise and contains repeated details. Some numerical values are inconsistent with tables in the main text (e.g., reported averages). It would be clearer if the abstract briefly stated the key findings (ranges and mean values) and the overall implication, without excessive detail on every parameter. I suggest reducing repetition, checking consistency with tables, and adding one sentence (e.g., importance of assessing communities near oil and gas plants).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology (use of Geiger–Müller counter, standard ICRP/UNSCEAR dose calculations) is scientifically valid, and the results generally align with previous studies. However, some methodological details are missing, such as calibration of instruments, justification for the number of sampling points, and error analysis. While the results are presented correctly, interpretation occasionally drifts into assumptions (e.g., comments on cancer prevalence without epidemiological data). With more methodological rigor and cautious interpretation, the manuscript would be scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are a mix of older foundational reports and recent studies (up to 2024), which is positive. However, citation style is inconsistent, and some essential references are missing. I recommend adding:

· UNSCEAR (2020) Report on Sources and Effects of Ionizing Radiation (for updated global averages).

· ICRP Publication 103 (2007), which is more current than ICRP 1991/2000 for dose conversion factors.

· Recent Nigerian or African case studies (if available) on oil-producing communities and radiation exposure, to strengthen the regional comparison.


	

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


	The English is understandable but not polished. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetitions that reduce clarity. For example, the introduction revisits the same background information multiple times, and terms like “may be expose” should be corrected. I recommend careful language editing for scholarly communication, focusing on grammar, consistency of tense, and professional tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Asif Bashir, University of Kashmir, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

