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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 critically under-researched area: occupational and environmental health risks among informal sector artisans in a rapidly urbanizing African city. It provides valuable empirical data on specific hazards (chemical, physical, ergonomic) and associated health complaints of mechanics, painters, welders, and other low-cadre workers in Festac Town, Lagos. The grassroots approach documents lived experiences and visible environmental degradation (e.g., soil blackening, loss of flora) caused by unregulated practices. The findings are significant for local policymakers, urban planners, and public health officials in developing strategies to protect vulnerable workers and mitigate local pollution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable but could be more precise. Suggested alternative: OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ARTISANAL WORK PRACTICES: A CASE STUDY OF INFORMAL SECTOR WORKERS IN FESTAC TOWN, LAGOS, NIGERIA. This version highlights the informal sector and geographic context.
	

	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 in scope but lacks clarity and precision. Suggestions for improvement:

 - AIMS: Focus on specific objectives (e.g., identify hazards, document health effects, assess environmental consequences).

 - PLACE AND DURATION: Replace confusing text with clear statement (e.g., “The study was conducted in Festac Town, Lagos, Nigeria, between Month, Year and Month, Year.).

 - METHODOLOGY: Clarify sampling (e.g., 95 artisans were selected via simple random sampling; data collected through structured oral interviews and direct observation.).

 - RESULTS: Provide key quantitative findings (e.g., 73 % reported work-related health issues; 32 % suffered direct ailments from tools/waste, 43 % indirect impacts.).

 - CONCLUSION: Start with core finding (e.g., Informal artisans face significant unmitigated occupational and environmental health risks.).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a valid scientific question, but several issues affect its robustness:

 Major concerns:

 1. Methodology clarity (Section 2.3): Sampling description is contradictory (95 valid responses, then 79 with “internal consistency,” finally 63 for analysis). Criteria for exclusion are unclear, introducing potential selection bias. Justify or revise.

 2. Data presentation (Section 3): Disjointed; Table 1 not properly cited; Figures 2,3,4 missing; tables poorly formatted (merged cells, unclear headers).

 3. Discussion: Integrated into Results but very weak; lacks comparison with literature and deeper analysis. A separate Discussion section is needed.

 Minor concerns:

 - Introduction is overly long with redundant information.

 - Study limitations mentioned only briefly; expand in a dedicated section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are extensive, recent, and relevant (e.g., Levine et al., 2023; Hulshof et al., 2021). However, there are issues:

 - Some in-text citations are duplicated (e.g., Cheney et al., 2022).

 - References with future years (2025) need verification.

 - Add local references on Nigeria’s informal economy for better contextualization.
	

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


	No. The language requires significant improvement. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and typographical issues. Some sentences are convoluted, and terminology is inconsistent (e.g., low-cadre, unskilled, informal). RECOMMENDATION: The manuscript would benefit from professional copy-editing by a native English speaker.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall assessment: The manuscript has a solid foundation and addresses an important topic. However, poor organization, unclear methodology, and substandard language obscure its contributions. A major revision is required:

 1. Restructure into IMRaD format (Introduction, Methodology, Results, Discussion, Conclusion).

 2. Clarify methodology and sampling criteria.

 3. Improve data presentation (include missing figures, reformat tables).

 4. Strengthen discussion by interpreting findings in light of literature and stating limitations clearly.

 5. Invest in professional language editing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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