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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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.
	Honestly in my own view, this chapter makes a meaningful contribution to public health scholarship by addressing an underexplored dimension of occupational and environmental health in the Nigerian urban context. Looking at the systematic measurement of indoor air quality (IAQ) parameters across five local government areas of Ibadan metropolis fills a significant empirical gap, given the near-total absence of scientific IAQ data from informal laundry settings in sub-Saharan Africa. By benchmarking key indicators, including particulate matter (PM10), carbon dioxide concentration, relative humidity, temperature, and microbial burden, against internationally recognised standards set by the WHO, ASHRAE, UNEPA, HKEPD, and NHMRC, the chapter offers a methodologically sound and replicable framework that regulators, occupational health practitioners, and urban planners across comparable developing economies may adopt. The chapter's practical recommendations, encompassing enhanced cross-ventilation, routine environmental monitoring by NESREA and EHORECON, and institutionalized sanitation compliance through launderers' associations, further elevate its policy relevance well beyond its immediate academic contribution.
	




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
	4
The title is adequately descriptive and identifies the subject matter, geographic setting, and nature of the inquiry. It would benefit from the inclusion of a temporal scope or reference to the methodological approach to further sharpen its precision.
	

	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
	3
The abstract covers the study purpose, methodology, and key findings. However, it is partially repetitive in places and would benefit from a cleaner structural distinction between results and conclusions. Quantified findings should be more consistently presented.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The three keywords provided, indoor air quality, health hazard, and laundry, are relevant but insufficiently specific. The authors are advised to expand the keyword list to six to eight terms, incorporating location-specific and parameter-specific terms such as particulate matter, Nigeria, occupational exposure, and microbial contamination.
	

	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
	3
The introduction establishes the relevance of indoor air quality to public health and provides some global context. Nonetheless, it is somewhat repetitive in its opening paragraphs and lacks a sufficiently focused review of IAQ studies in laundry or comparable occupational settings in West Africa.
	

	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
	4
The main and specific objectives are clearly articulated in sub-sections 1.1 and 1.2. The three specific objectives align logically with the study design and reported outcomes.
	

	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
	3
The literature review draws heavily on references that are over a decade old, with only one source from 2015 and none beyond that year. The authors should incorporate recent studies (2018-2024) on IAQ in occupational environments, particularly from African and low-income country contexts. The citation of Wikipedia (Reference 24) is also not appropriate for an academic publication.
	

	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
	4
The descriptive cross-sectional design and the use of standardized instruments (Multi Testers N21FR, Met One GT 321, CO2 meter, and air sampler) are appropriate for the study objectives. The sampling strategy across five LGAs provides adequate geographic coverage. However, the rationale for the sample size of 50 respondents from 100 laundry homes should be more explicitly justified.
	

	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
	4
The chapter includes a consent statement confirming that written informed consent was obtained from participants in accordance with international and institutional standards. A declaration of no competing interests is also provided. Formal ethical clearance details, however, are not mentioned and should be included.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The tabular presentation of IAQ parameters is informative and facilitates comparison across LGAs. However, the narrative discussion within the Results section is underdeveloped. There are also apparent typographical errors in some standard deviation values (e.g., PM10 mean±SD of 7.2±9.6 which is statistically implausible) that must be reviewed and corrected.
	

	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
	3
The tables are relevant and systematically structured. However, the absence of figures (such as bar charts comparing IAQ parameters across LGAs relative to WHO limits) is a limitation. Visual representations would significantly enhance the reader's ability to interpret and compare findings. Table captions should also be self-explanatory without reference to surrounding text.
	

	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
	3
The discussion engages with the study findings but is insufficiently comparative. The authors make limited reference to prior studies on IAQ in similar settings. A more robust engagement with published evidence from comparable occupational environments in Africa and globally would strengthen the scholarly contribution of this section.
	

	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
	4
The conclusions drawn are broadly consistent with the data presented. The recommendation to upgrade mechanical ventilation systems follows logically from the finding that temperature and relative humidity exceeded guideline limits across all study locations
	

	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
	1
No dedicated limitations section is provided. This is a significant omission. The authors should explicitly acknowledge limitations including the cross-sectional design, the restriction to five LGAs within one metropolis, the short monitoring period, and the absence of chemical pollutant sampling beyond PM10 and CO2.
	

	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
	2
The reference list contains 25 citations, which is relatively modest for a study of this scope. Several references are dated, and the inclusion of a Wikipedia citation (Reference 24) is inappropriate. The authors should update the reference base with peer-reviewed publications from 2018 onwards and remove non-scholarly sources.
	

	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
	3
The manuscript is generally intelligible; however, there are multiple instances of grammatical inconsistency, syntactic ambiguity, and repetitive phrasing, particularly in the Introduction. A thorough language edit by a professional with expertise in public health writing is strongly recommended prior to final publication.
	





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.
	YES. 
The title is suitable and communicates the core subject of the study. Minor refinement to include temporal framing or methodological emphasis would enhance specificity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. 
The abstract captures the essential elements of the study but requires revision to eliminate repetition, sharpen the results narrative, and present key quantified findings more prominently.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Well, LARGELY YES, with reservations. 
The methodology is sound and the findings are plausible. However, certain reported standard deviation values appear statistically implausible (notably in the PM10 table) and must be verified and corrected. The literature base also requires updating to reflect current scientific knowledge.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. 
The reference base is dated, with the majority of citations predating 2010. Recent peer-reviewed literature from 2018 to 2024 on indoor air quality, occupational health, and environmental monitoring in low- and middle-income country settings must be incorporated. The Wikipedia citation should be replaced with an appropriate peer-reviewed or official source.
	

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

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

	NO
significant ethical concerns are identified. Informed consent is confirmed. However, the absence of formal ethical clearance documentation or approval reference number is noted. Authors are advised to include this information to meet standard publication ethics requirements.
	











PART 3. 


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

This chapter presents a study of public health significance addressing indoor air quality in an underexplored occupational setting in Nigeria. The methodological approach is broadly appropriate. However, the manuscript requires major revision before it is suitable for publication as a book chapter. Key areas requiring attention include: (i) updating the literature base with recent peer-reviewed publications; (ii) correcting apparent statistical anomalies in the PM10 data; (iii) expanding the discussion section to engage more substantively with comparative literature; (iv) including an explicit limitations section; (v) removing the Wikipedia citation; and (vi) subjecting the manuscript to professional language editing. If adequately revised, this chapter has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the volume.
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