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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 is important for the scientific community because it addresses a critical gap in the understanding of air pollution from cement manufacturing in a developing country context. By focusing on the seasonal variation of key pollutants (CO₂, CO, and H₂S) around a major cement plant in Nigeria, the study provides valuable empirical data that can inform targeted mitigation strategies. Furthermore, the investigation into the influence of meteorological factors and production processes on pollutant concentrations offers insights that can be generalized to other cement plants in similar climatic regions, contributing to the development of more effective air quality management policies and sustainable industrial practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Seasonal Variation of CO₂, CO, and H₂S Emissions and Meteorological Influences Around a Cement Factory in Nigeria" is suitable
	

	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 largely comprehensive in covering the study's objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. It effectively sets the context of the problem (emissions from cement manufacturing) and the specific aims of the research (seasonal variation, meteorological influence). The inclusion of specific statistical results (F-values and p-values) for ANOVA is also a strong point, providing concrete evidence from the analysis.

However, there is a significant contradiction in the results section that needs to be addressed.

Suggestions for Improvement:
1. Address the Contradiction in Results:
· Issue: The abstract first states: "Results revealed that average concentrations of the sampled three pollutants were significantly higher during the dry season compared to the wet season."

· It then contradicts this with the ANOVA results: "The results indicated no statistically significant difference between wet and dry season concentrations for CO₂ (F = 0.79, p = 0.3841) and CO (F = 0.51, p = 0.4838)."

· Suggestion: This inconsistency must be resolved. Choose one to accurately reflect your findings. If the ANOVA shows no significant difference for CO₂ and CO, then the initial statement for these two pollutants should be removed or rephrased.

· Option A (If ANOVA is definitive): Rephrase the initial statement to something like: "Results revealed that average concentrations of H₂S were significantly higher during the dry season, while CO₂ and CO showed numerical but not statistically significant differences between seasons."

· Option B (If a non-statistical trend is worth noting): If there was a numerical trend for CO₂ and CO but it simply wasn't statistically significant, you could say: "Average concentrations of all three pollutants were numerically higher during the dry season, with H₂S showing a statistically significant seasonal difference, but CO₂ and CO showing no statistically significant difference."

2. Include Quantitative Results/Concentration Ranges:
· Why: While the abstract mentions trends and significance, it lacks actual numerical values for the pollutant concentrations. Readers need to know the magnitude of these emissions. Were the CO₂ levels in hundreds or thousands of ppm? Were H₂S levels in ppb or ppm? This helps contextualize the environmental and health risks.

· Suggestion: Add the average (or range) concentrations for each pollutant in both seasons. For example:

· "Average CO₂ concentrations were X ppm (wet season) and Y ppm (dry season)..."

· "CO levels averaged A ppm (wet) and B ppm (dry)..."

· "H₂S concentrations ranged from C to D ppb in the wet season and E to F ppb in the dry season..."

· Even for CO2 and CO, where the difference isn't significant, providing the actual means allows the reader to see the numerical difference.
3. Briefly Mention Measurement Equipment/Technique:
· Why: "Ambient air samples were collected" is a bit vague. Knowing the type of equipment used (e.g., specific gas analyzers, sensors) adds credibility and allows readers to understand the reliability of the measurements.

· Suggestion: Add a very brief phrase, e.g., "...using (specify type of gas analyzer/sensor, e.g., portable multi-gas detectors, specific electrochemical sensors) from twelve strategically selected outdoor locations..."

4. Refine the Conclusion based on Specific Findings:
· Why: The conclusion "The study underscores the importance of seasonal monitoring and the need for emission control strategies" is good but generic. Given the specific findings (H₂S being significantly seasonal, CO₂/CO less so but still influenced by combustion), the conclusion could be slightly more targeted.

· Suggestion: Consider adding a phrase that directly links to the findings. For example: "The study underscores the importance of seasonal monitoring, particularly for pollutants like H₂S influenced by meteorological conditions, and highlights the need for targeted emission control strategies for all pollutants to protect local air quality and public health."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	General Comments: The study presents a comprehensive evaluation of the Seasonal Variation of CO₂, CO, and H₂S Emissions and Meteorological Influences Around a Cement Factory in Nigeria. However, some areas requires improvement for better comprehension and integrity of the research findings.
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	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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