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	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 one of the first systematic assessments of lifetime attributable cancer risk from elevated terrestrial gamma radiation and NORM exposure in active oil-producing communities of the Niger Delta, an area historically underrepresented in global radiation risk databases despite decades of hydrocarbon extraction. By applying ICRP-103/UNSCEAR risk coefficients to field-measured absorbed dose rates in close proximity to oil wells, the study generates locally derived risk estimates that are significantly higher than generic background assumptions used in national regulatory frameworks, thus challenging the widespread practice of treating oil-field communities as “normal background” zones.

The work is particularly timely given the 2024–2025 IAEA and WHO push to incorporate oil-and-gas NORM into member states’ national dose registries and the ongoing revision of Nigeria’s Nuclear Safety and Radiation Protection Act. These empirically grounded risk values offer critical input for evidence-based zoning, resettlement planning, and occupational/public dose constraints in Africa’s largest petroleum province, while establishing a reproducible methodology for similar understudied oil-producing regions worldwide (e.g., Ecuador, Sudan, Chad). Publication will therefore directly support both scientific understanding of chronic low-dose effects in tropical oil-field settings and policy efforts to reduce environmental health disparities in resource-extraction communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It will be better if the author revised his title “Lifetime Attributable Cancer Risk from Terrestrial Gamma Radiation near Oil Wells in Rukpokwu and Aluu Communities, Nigeria” Background ionizing radiation” is ambiguous and replace with terrestrial gamma radiation. Around the oil wells” is not clear (distance?) instead it will be better if the author used “Specify radius (e.g., ≤1 km) or sampling zone) or type of wells
	

	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.


	Outdated and incorrect reference values, like ICRP, 2000, with wrong limits (0.013 mR/hr is not an ICRP public limit; worldwide average background is ~0.24 nGy/h outdoor, not 59 nGy/h; public dose limit is 1 mSv/y additional dose, not total). Must use UNSCEAR 2008/2022 and ICRP 103/137. 
Units and conversion errors, Critical: Exposure rate in mR/h is obsolete in modern literature. Journals now require absorbed dose in nGy h⁻¹ and effective dose in mSv y⁻¹ only. The conversion factor used (1 mR/h ≈ 8.7 µGy/h) appears incorrect or inconsistently applied.

ELCR calculation and reporting errors, Critical: ELCR values are inconsistently written (0.19 × 10⁻³ vs 0.40 × 10⁻³) and the average for Rukpokwu is mathematically impossible given the range. Typical ELCR from natural background in literature is 0.9–1.5 × 10⁻³ over 70 y lifetime. Reported values are 2–3 times lower → strong indication of calculation error.

Missing essential methodological information, Critical: No mention of: number of measurement points, measurement height, duration per point, quality assurance, calibration certificate of GMC-300E Plus, indoor/outdoor ratio, occupancy factors, or risk coefficient used (ICRP-103 recommends 5.7 × 10⁻² Sv⁻¹ for public).
Contradictory conclusions, Critical: States both “lower than safe limit” and “slightly above safe limits” in the same paragraph logically incoherent. Language and structure
Major Long, repetitive sentences, not proper flow, non-standard abbreviations, and informal tone (“the people … may not be in danger”).
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