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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript is relevant to the scientific community. First, the baseline information provided is crucial for applying epiphytic ferns as bioindicators of atmospheric heavy metal contamination in wetlands. Also, it highlights regional trends and species-specific accumulation patterns associated with industrial activities, thereby offering an invaluable tool for environmental monitoring. According to the results, fern-based biomonitoring can be incorporated into wetland management plans and pollution control regulations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Ferns and fern allies as indicators of Air pollution: Heavy metals concentration in plants growing in Eket Wetlands, Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria," is informative but overly long and slightly imprecise. The phrase “Heavy metals concentration in plants” looks redundant with the first clause, and the capitalization of "Air" is inconsistent. To improve clarity and scientific professionalism, a more concise and targeted title is recommended. I would recommend: Epiphytic Ferns as Bioindicators of Atmospheric Heavy Metal Pollution in Eket Wetlands, Nigeria
	

	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 generally comprehensive and captures the key components of the study, including the objectives, species studied, major findings, and implications. However, the methods are missing or underrepresented. Also, the first two sentences can be combined into a concise, coherent sentence. The concluding statement is verbose and should also be summarized.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Largely, YES. Meanwhile, I think a few issues need to be addressed: 

1. Scientific Terminology and Consistency (e.g, Incorrect usage of "eppiphytic": Should be "epiphytic”, Sellaginela myasorus, which should be “myasurus” under 2.5, "BCF" vs. "BAF": Authors wrote “BCF” in the formula but referred to “BAF” elsewhere. Be consistent — typically, “BAF” is used for plants; “BCF” is more common in aquatic toxicology.
2. Statistical Reporting: The manuscript does not specify which statistical software was used for the data analysis, which is a critical omission for scientific reproducibility and transparency.

3. WHO Limits: In Tables 1 and 2, WHO (2018) limits are included, but several elements have no standard listed (e.g., Cu, Zn, Fe). Either: Cite a more appropriate source for those limits (e.g., national air quality guidelines), or clearly state “Not Available” instead of leaving it blank


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are generally sufficient and scientifically appropriate, with a strong representation of recent literature. Key studies on heavy metal accumulation, bioindicators, and wetland pollution are included, supporting the study’s methodology and interpretation. However, reference number one seems outdated and should be replaced.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, scientifically relevant, and addresses an important environmental monitoring topic using a suitable bioindicator. Minor improvements in referencing and deeper contextual discussion of results would enhance its impact.
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