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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Main part of manuscript concerned the external irradiation is quite acceptable and Thank you for this review. The corrections have been effected.

interesting. Note : 1.The two study areas are in Niger delta region, and both have similar
Lack of details about calculation of effective dose rate for “examined” organs and tissues | cultural settings. The people in both region according to data from literature
according digestive model (Fig.1and Fig2) in Methods. spend 80% of their lifetime outdoors.

It is need to be explained why conversation factors F in Eq. 5 are similar for two geographic | 2. The study was on background gamma radiation and from the exposure rate
regions with different sources of digested nuclides. What nuclides were taken in measured, other parameters was determined. The conversion factor F for

calculation for reflecting geological specificity both regions (Potassium, Calcium,.. ?). How | different organs was taken from ICRP 1996 and Agbalagba E. 2017.
the huge (around 10-folds) difference between Figs 1 and 2 for both testis and ovarian can
be formed according literally given Eq.5. These questions is incompatible with tittle of
manuscript.

Minor REVISION comments

There are many errors in description special terms like multiplication sign, power,
superscripts, subscript and so on.

Optional/General comments

The presented data are valuable in context of future comprehensive generalization and
summary for world health problems.

But my private opinion about last phrase of Conclusion “Constant monitoring of these areas
and other environmental media of the area is necessary” is: too much.
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