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Compulsory REVISION comments

Cancer Risk to Paediatric Patients Undergoing CT Examination at the Obafemi
Awolowo University Teaching Hospital Complex, lle-Ife, Nigeria.

It was a pleasure for me to check this paper.

| read through this manuscript and | think that this is a good paper.

Consequently, | congratulate the authors.

| suggest that, please, the authors check the following minor comments:

-Study design
Was it a prospective or retrospective study?

It seems to be a retrospective study.

Author should comment more thoroughly on the disadvantages of this design (retrospective
study), which is often subject to biases (errors that affect the observations of an
investigation); for example, in the collection of data, since it greatly limits the validity of the
results.

-Discussion:

The review of the literature should be more than cite the results of other authors. It should
also be discussed the strengths and weaknesses of these studies, which should be
provided a picture, albeit limited, of the state of knowledge and the main questions on the
subject that these studies clarify and left unclear (e.g. by inadequate samples, incorrect
design, testing erroneous statistics, characteristics of the persons studied, etc.).

-Conclusion:
The Conclusion (of the study) is always stronger if it does not include references.

-Keywords:
For keywords the list of Health Sciences Descriptors terms should be used (Medical
Subject Headings, MeSH) of Index Medicus (available in https://meshb.nlm.nih.gov/search)

The corrections have effected along with the suggestion from other reviewers.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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