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	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 as relevant and timely because it explores the intersection of ethnomedicine and public health by assessing heavy metal contamination in Stylochaeton hypogaeus, a plant commonly used in traditional treatments for prostate diseases. Given the increasing reliance on herbal medicine in many African regions, especially where access to modern healthcare is limited, the safety profile of such plants is a significant public health concern. I appreciate the regional specificity of the study (Casamance, Senegal), which adds a localized yet globally relevant dimension. However, I feel that the manuscript could benefit from a clearer contextualization of how the findings translate to broader health implications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable as it clearly conveys the subject, location, and implications. However, I think the phrase “Implication for Human health” could be more precise and grammatically correct. I suggest modifying the title slightly for clarity and impact:

Suggested Title:

“Assessment of Heavy Metal Contamination in the Medicinal Plant Stylochaeton hypogaeus Used for Prostate Disease Treatment in Casamance (Senegal): Implications for Human Health”
	

	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 to be generally informative, but it could benefit from better structure and clarity. The objectives, methods, key results, and conclusion should be more distinctly outlined. I also think it should include specific quantitative findings regarding the heavy metal concentrations and how they compare with WHO standards. Additionally, it would be helpful to briefly state the analytical techniques used.

Suggestions:

1- Add specific heavy metals analyzed and their detected concentrations.

2- Clearly state the conclusion regarding human health risk (e.g., if any metals exceed safety thresholds).

3- Make the structure more standardized (Background, Methods, Results, Conclusion).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From my reading, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable in terms of basic methodology and interpretation. However, there are areas that lack rigor, such as the limited discussion of the analytical quality control measures (e.g., standards, blanks, calibration methods), and the absence of a comprehensive health risk assessment (e.g., no hazard quotient or daily intake estimation). I also noticed that the discussion does not sufficiently explore the toxicological implications of the detected metal levels on human prostate health specifically.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are fairly recent and relevant, but I think they could be more comprehensive. I noticed that some crucial references on the toxicology of heavy metals and WHO/FAO guidelines are either missing or insufficiently cited.
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· WHO. (2007). “Guidelines for assessing quality of herbal medicines with reference to contaminants and residues.”

· FAO/WHO. (2011). “Joint FAO/WHO Food Standards Programme: Codex Committee on Contaminants in Foods.”
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	I find the English generally understandable, but not entirely suitable for scholarly communication. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and unclear sentences throughout the manuscript. recommend a thorough English language revision, possibly by a native speaker or professional editor.
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