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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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.


	There is insufficient data regarding dietary exposure to environmental pollutants in Nigeria; however, this study reinforces the assertion that traditionally smoked fish and bushmeat in the country contain heavy metals.    This study will inform policies on food safety, environmental protection, and public health by evaluating concentration levels and health risk indicators (EDI, THQ, HI).    It also gives information that is relevant to certain areas, which could help with local laws and make customers more aware.    It also adds to the global discourse about how bad food may be for your health and how polluted the environment is.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The existing title is mostly acceptable, however it may be made shorter and clearer.

   "Health Risk Evaluation of Heavy Metals in Smoked Catfish and Grasscutter Meat from Markets in Ondo State, Nigeria" is another name for the study.

   This edition is better because it is more accurate, easier to use, and follows conventional scientific titling methods.
	

	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 gives a short summary of the key topics, methodologies, important findings, and final remarks.    But it has a lot of words and not much repetition.

   Suggestions for making things better:

1. The first statement needs some modification because it's not clear what it means.

2. Be more concise while emphasizing the health effects.

3. They didn't swiftly and clearly tell the difference between Cd and Cr.

   You may try to distill the EDI and THQ/HI data into their conclusions, like "values were below 1, indicating no significant health risk."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific correctness of the manuscript is indisputable.    The approach adheres to established standards (AOAC, AAS analysis), and the statistical assessments (ANOVA, risk indices) are suitable.    It would be beneficial to conduct a more comprehensive analysis of specific distinctions, and there is a necessity for a critical juxtaposition with broader international findings in the discourse at times.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	   There are a lot of sources from 2020 to 2024, and most of the references are current and enough.    The study cites credible sources such as the World Health Organization, the Food and Agriculture Organization, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and recent academic journals.

   Suggestions for more sources to reference:

   For a global comparison, you might want to think about doing a complete research of heavy metals in processed or smoked meats around the world, such as:

   Author: L. Järup (2003).   Hazards of heavy metal pollution.    Pages 167–182.  In the first issue of Volume 68 of the British Medical Bulletin.
	

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


	The English is mostly clear, but it could be a little clearer and more academic.

   Suggestions for making things better:

1. Get rid of cliches and terms that aren't needed.
2. To make things easier to read and less wordy, split up large sentences into shorter ones.

3. There are scientific terminology that should be used consistently, including "equipment detection limit" and "detection limit."

4. Before the work is published, it should be carefully checked by a native speaker or an experienced academic editor.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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