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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 presents a cross-sectional study examining Occupational Health and Safety (OHS) practices among palm oil mill workers in Abia State, Nigeria. The study addresses an important public health issue in an under-researched occupational setting. The work is methodologically sound in several respects, particularly the total population sampling approach and the triangulation of self-report data with observational checklists. However, several significant issues require attention before the manuscript can be considered for publication.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The is excessively long (approximately 1,500 words) and could be streamlined by moving some background on the global importance of OHS to a shorter opening paragraph. Start your introduction by presenting the research problem, drop it down to the global evidence available, then step down and discuss the available evidence in Nigeria and then highlight your gap and how this research will fill it up. Simple as that.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The authors claim to have used "total population sampling" (n=247) but then introduce convenience sampling at the final stage: "the researcher presented at the mills and invited all available and willing workers." This is a significant methodological compromise. If only available/willing workers participated, this is not true total population sampling but rather convenient sampling from a defined population. This limitation is acknowledged but its implications for generalizability are understated. Also there is need to add the formular used for sample size calculation.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Tables 9 and 10 are excessively detailed and difficult to parse. The inclusion of all cross-tabulations with small cell counts (e.g., n=1 for Hausa and Yoruba ethnicities) is problematic for Chi-square assumptions. The authors should: Collapse categories where appropriate (e.g., ethnicity is essentially binary: Igbo vs. other); Move detailed cross-tabulations to supplementary materials and; Present only the summary statistics (χ², df, p-value, Cramer's V) in the main text

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Figure 1 Missing

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Discussion and Interpretation Problems: This includes several overstatement of Findings. The conclusion that "neither awareness nor safe practice is significantly influenced by individual sociodemographic or occupational factors" is too strong given the limitations noted above. The correct interpretation is: "This study found no statistically significant associations between these variables and OHS outcomes, suggesting that systemic factors may be more important than individual characteristics in this context." The authors should avoid definitive statements about the absence of influence.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Throughout the discussion, the authors use causal language (e.g., "leads to," "results in," "drives") despite the cross-sectional design. Examples include: "the high injury rate can be attributed to the lack of safety infrastructure" (abstract) and "the injury profile directly mirrors the most common physical hazards" (discussion). Correlation does not equal causation. The authors should revise to use associational language (e.g., "is associated with," "may contribute to," "is consistent with").
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NA
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NA
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Conceptual and Definitional Issues: "OHS Measures" vs. "OHS Practices": The title refers to "measures," but the study primarily assesses awareness, practices, and injury prevalence. Measures typically refer to implemented controls (engineering, administrative, PPE), whereas practices refer to worker behaviors. The observational data captures measures: the questionnaire captures practices. This distinction is acknowledged in the methodology but blurred in the abstract and discussion. The authors should either revise the title or consistently maintain this distinction throughout.
Level of Awareness: The classification of awareness as "low" (6.1%), "moderate" (69.2%), and "high" (24.7%) lacks explicit operational definitions. How were these categories constructed? Was it based on number of hazards correctly identified? A cutoff score? This must be specified in the methods section.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NA
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Finally, failed to include the ethical clearance ID obtained for this study. 
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