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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 study is important for the scientific society, as it highlights the frequent effects of crude oil pollution on aquatic ecosystems. By examining oxidative stress and heavy metal accumulation in fish, it provides important data on how pollution interferes with physical functions. Conclusions can help as a basis for future research in environmental science and can help shape water quality management policies. In addition, the study emphasizes the need for effective measures for pollution control to protect aquatic biodiversity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Bio -chemical Assessment of" Olobiri and Warri Rivers, Niger Delta, Nigeria from the African catfish Clearous Haterobronchus, "provides a general idea of" study, but lacks specialty in main focus areas such as crude oil pollution, metering and oxidity. Alternative title : "Oxidative stress and heavy metal accumulation in the clercoyous heterobranus from contaminated rivers in crude oil in Niger Delta"
	

	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.


	Yes I think it needs some improvement. like the number of fish samples (n = 5) is very low in statistical significance. If possible, properly or expand how this sample size is representative.

The reference site (Ibadan Fishpond) should clearly be called a checkpoint for clarity.

The term "pH value for both rivers fell under the area" is unclear -the actual pH values ​​mean and specify which regulatory standards were used (eg WHO, EPA).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically correct, but test size reasoning, heavy metal concentration analysis, oxidative stress interpretation and organic relevance require processing in the discussion. To address these problems will increase the credibility and effect of the manuscript.
	

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

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


	The manuscript requires better readability and communication of scholars requires improvement in grammar, sentence structure and academic tone. The sentences must be more short and accurate to avoid excess and informal sentences. For example, "this study, prescribed to detect the biochemical condition of the African catfish," this study considered the biochemical health of the Claryus heterobronchus. "The inconsistent period, as the" pH value, fell below the threshold, that the regulatory agencies have decided that it is acceptable, "should be corrected to maintain stability (eg be obliged.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides significant insight into the biochemical effects of prolonged crude oil pollution on  Claryus heterobronicus  in the Niger Delta, which highlights the heavy metal accumulation and oxidative stress effects on fish health. This research is very relevant to environmental science, aquatic toxic science and conservation efforts, as it provides specific evidence of how long -term contacts for environmental toxins affect aquatic organisms at the physical level. However, manuscript will benefit from many processing to increase clarity, consistency and scientific hardness. The language, although usually sensible, consists of grammatical anomalies and strange types of sentences that can prevent readability for learned audience. Some sentences are very complex or fruitless, while others lack accuracy. For example, abstract should be more structured, clear distinction goals, methods, results and conclusions. The most important conclusions, especially statistical results, should be presented with more clarity and stability. Discussion can create a strong relationship between biochemical changes and their wide ecological implications, such as human health and potential risks to biodiversity. The manuscript can significantly increase its effects and readability by strengthening the language, improving the data presentation and strengthening the interpretation of the findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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