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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 addresses an important occupational health issue in a low- and middle-income setting, namely the impact of long-term gypsum (calcium sulfate dihydrate) dust exposure on respiratory function and systemic inflammation among workers. It adds value by combining spirometry with inflammatory biomarkers (CRP, IL-6), an area where human data for
gypsum exposure remain limited.
	



[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 4=GOOD.
COMMENT: Title is clear and reflects exposure, outcomes, and setting.
	


Review Form (Research)
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	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs improvement) Comment: Abstract is generally clear but repetitive and not fully consistent; key
spirometric indices (especially FEV₁/FVC) and group sizes should be stated explicitly, and causal language should be toned down.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment: Keywords are broadly appropriate; consider adding terms such as “spirometry,” “CRP,” and “IL-6” to enhance discoverability.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment: Background is adequate but would benefit from a sharper focus on prior gypsum/particulate exposure studies and the specific knowledge gap addressed.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment: Aim is understandable but could be stated more explicitly as a comparative assessment of lung function and inflammatory markers in exposed versus non-exposed groups.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment: References are generally relevant; adding more recent work on occupational dust and systemic inflammation would strengthen the context.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs improvement)
Comment: Overall design is appropriate, but inclusion/exclusion criteria, control selection, handling of smoking/biomass exposure, and spirometry quality criteria need clearer description.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment: Ethical approval and consent should be clearly stated; ensure details on how confidentiality and voluntary participation were maintained.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs improvement) Comment: Results are understandable but internally inconsistent in places (e.g., decreased FEV₁ with increased FVC) and
need clearer reporting of ratios (FEV₁/FVC) and effect sizes.
	

	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
	Rating: GOOD.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment: Discussion links results to prior work but should better contextualize magnitude of changes and explicitly address unexpected findings (e.g., FVC pattern) in
light of earlier gypsum and dust studies.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	Rating: 2 (Needs improvement) Comment: Direction of conclusions is
	



	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	plausible, but claims about an “obstructive pattern” require explicit FEV₁/FVC data, and language such as “confirm” should be moderated to “associated with.”
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs improvement) Comment: Limitations (cross-sectional design, potential confounding by smoking/biomass, relatively small sample size) should be more explicitly acknowledged.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment: References are adequate but could be updated with more recent occupational dust and spirometry guideline literature
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs improvement)
Comment: The manuscript is readable but contains grammatical errors and repetition; careful language editing is needed to improve clarity and precision (e.g., “reduced spirometric volumes”).
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	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. It is appropriate and informative
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not fully. Please remove repetition, report FEV₁/FVC explicitly, clarify the FVC finding, and soften causal language (e.g., use “associated with” rather than “confirm”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The overall direction is scientifically plausible, but key methodological details (criteria for inclusion/exclusion, control selection, confounder handling, spirometry standards) must be clarified, and the interpretation of FVC and the obstructive pattern needs to be supported with appropriate indices.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Broadly yes, but you should add some recent work on occupational dust exposure, systemic inflammatory markers, and updated spirometry interpretation standards.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	None obvious, provided ethical approval and informed consent are clearly documented.
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