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	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.


	The relevance of utilizing the ecological health impact as an effective and cost effective ecotoxicological assessment as a support to the chemical analysis in environmental media was highlighted. This was implemented by the author(s) through the use of the combination of chemical monitoring with bioindicator-based biomonitoring using condition factor CF, and health assessment index HAI; impressively, these non-invasive, low-cost anatomical methods enable local communities plagued by toxicants to assess fishery health before advanced technical analyses are deployed. The methodology is objectively sound as it validated the use of the T. fuscatus  detailing the habitat, rationale as a hyper-accumulator and bottom feeder, physiological characteristics, the collection and experimental site historical description and relevant details. 
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	Yes it is suitable and reflects the main objective, the sampling and experimental site, species and tools used in the study.
	

	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 comprehensive enough and covers the salient details in the study however, adding the statistical tools utilised would be relevant to enrich the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct to a high degree and the objectives set out are well explored and achieved however, please go to page 14 on the DISCUSSION and clarify this statement “HAI in this study showed that in all examined parameters, fish harvested from ARAC had a health status outcome than those caught from Creek Road River”; i suggest since this is an important statement you intend to make, please kindly make it clear for easy understanding for future readers and researcher. 
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	The references are sufficient 
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	Yes the language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. 
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	The article is well written and the method employ is scientifically sound however, please make the correction on the statement i called your attention to. Thanks. 
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