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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 addresses a critical and underexplored area in occupational health by proposing an AI-enhanced surveillance framework tailored for Nigeria’s informal sector, which constitutes over 80% of the national workforce. Its integration of IoT sensors, hybrid machine learning (RF–CNN), and socio-technical design provides an innovative approach to detecting and predicting occupational health risks in real time. The study’s emphasis on ethical governance, digital inclusion, and policy alignment enhances its relevance for developing nations seeking scalable, data-driven health solutions. Overall, it contributes meaningfully to the global discourse on AI for public health by demonstrating how intelligent systems can bridge the gap between technology and social impact in low-resource environments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title — “AI-Enhanced Occupational Health Surveillance for Informal Sector Workers in Nigeria” — is generally suitable, concise, and informative. It clearly reflects the study’s focus on applying artificial intelligence to occupational health monitoring within Nigeria’s informal workforce.

However, to make the title more academically engaging and reflective of its methodological depth and socio-technical dimension.
	

	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 comprehensive, well-structured, and informative. It effectively summarizes the background, methodology, results, and implications of the study. The integration of AI, IoT sensors, and hybrid modeling (RF–CNN) is clearly mentioned, along with key performance metrics (accuracy = 87.2%, AUC = 0.91). It also highlights the ethical audit, socio-environmental findings, and policy relevance, which together provide a well-rounded snapshot of the research.

However, several minor improvements could make the abstract even stronger and more reader-focused:

Suggestions:

1. Add a brief problem statement at the start. For that, one sentence summarizing the gap in current occupational health surveillance systems in Nigeria, to strengthen the motivation.

2. Clarify the contribution which means, explicitly mention that this is the first AI-based occupational health surveillance framework applied to Nigeria’s informal sector (if accurate).

3. Simplify technical expressions and terms like “hybrid RF–CNN” could be briefly explained as a combination of machine learning and deep learning techniques for broader accessibility.

4. Condense ethical and policy details carefully and clearly. The ethical audit and policy workshop could be summarized in a single concise sentence to improve readability.

5. Include one concluding sentence on impact at the end of part the abstract. For example, emphasize how this framework can guide digital public-health transformation in other low-resource contexts.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous, demonstrating a coherent integration of artificial intelligence, Internet of Things (IoT) technologies, and socio-technical analysis for occupational health surveillance. The study follows a mixed-methods design that combines quantitative sensor data with qualitative stakeholder inputs, which strengthens both the technical and contextual validity of its findings. The RF–CNN hybrid model and evaluation metrics (accuracy, F1-score, AUC) are appropriately chosen and clearly presented, while the inclusion of ethical audits and policy validation demonstrates a comprehensive research framework.

However, a few scientific and methodological concerns should be noted for improvement:

1. Dataset size and representativeness: The sample of 300 participants across five occupations is reasonable for a pilot study but may not provide full generalizability across Nigeria’s diverse informal workforce. More details on sampling rationale and demographic distribution would enhance scientific robustness.

2. Model validation: While accuracy and AUC are provided, additional details on model interpretability (e.g., SHAP, feature importance) and cross-validation folds would strengthen the evidence for model reliability.

3. Ethical bias mitigation: The study mentions minor gender bias in algorithmic fairness, but further elaboration on how this bias was identified and corrected would improve transparency.

4. Statistical rigor: The correlation analysis is useful, but it would benefit from multivariate or regression-based analysis to better isolate confounding factors like income, temperature, and literacy.

5. Comparative benchmarking: Although traditional methods are compared, providing more context about baseline models or prior studies would help quantify the improvement more scientifically.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript’s reference list appears to include a number of recent sources, which is commendable given the multidisciplinary scope of the study and encouraging for a rapidly evolving topic such as AI in occupational health surveillance. The cited works generally cover artificial intelligence applications, occupational health surveillance, and socio-technical frameworks, reflecting awareness of both technological and public-health dimensions. However, considering the study’s intersection of AI/IoT technologies, informal-sector occupational health, and the LMICs/Nigeria context, the reference base could be broadened to strengthen conceptual depth and global comparability. The references could be broadened in a few key areas: (i) interventions and frameworks specifically for informal-sector workers in LMICs and ethical governance in digital health; (ii) recent AI/IoT applications in occupational health or workplace surveillance and monitoring in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs); (iii) region-specific studies from Africa (especially Nigeria) covering both occupational health and digital surveillance would enhance scholarly grounding.

I noted that while there are good local studies on informal-sector occupational health in Nigeria (for example, Occupational Health and Safety Conditions of Informal Sector Workers in Three Nigerian Cities, published 2022), the AI/IoT domain references seem somewhat sparse or not tied directly to occupational health in the informal sector. Similarly, references addressing challenges of deploying AI/IoT in African or LMIC occupational health surveillance settings are limited in the list as presented.

Therefore, while the reference list is reasonable, I recommend adding several key recent works to strengthen the manuscript’s conceptual grounding and situate it firmly in both the occupational health and digital-surveillance literatures.
	

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


	Mostly, the language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and well-structured, demonstrating a good command of academic English. The authors effectively employ technical and domain-specific terminology relevant to artificial intelligence, occupational health, and public policy, which supports the manuscript’s scientific tone. Logical transitions and coherent paragraphing make the paper easy to follow, and key ideas are communicated with precision.

However, a few minor language and stylistic improvements could enhance readability and overall fluency. Some sentences are excessively lengthy, unnecessarily complex with multiple clauses, which can affect readability. Breaking them into shorter sentences would improve clarity. Also, ensure uniform use of terms such as “occupational health surveillance,” “AI-driven,” and “hybrid RF–CNN framework” throughout the text. Then the verb tense alignment is not consistent in some sections (particularly Results and Discussion), tense shifts occur between past and present; these should be standardized for smoother flow. Moreover, minor grammatical and punctuation issues are noticeable. Occasional missing commas and article inconsistencies (“the” vs. “a/an”) could be corrected through light copy-editing. Certain expressions (e.g., “socio-technical ethical-policy integration workflow”) could be simplified for broader interdisciplinary readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a well-conceived, interdisciplinary, and policy-relevant study that bridges artificial intelligence, occupational health, and social inclusion within the Nigerian informal sector. It addresses an important research gap by introducing a predictive, AI-enhanced occupational health surveillance framework supported by real-time IoT data and validated through ethical and policy lenses. The paper’s socio-technical methodology, integration of quantitative and qualitative data, and engagement with national health policy frameworks reflect strong scholarly depth and practical applicability.

The study’s originality lies in its focus on the informal workforce, a population often overlooked in occupational health research. By emphasizing real-world feasibility, ethical governance, and alignment with Nigeria’s National Occupational Safety and Health Policy (2020), the authors have successfully connected technological innovation to social equity and policy transformation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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