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	Objective

 The title of the draft emphasizes the assessment of risks related to the consumption of Papyrocranus Afer contaminated by PAHs in a specific river (Banegbé). However, the stated objective for this draft is limited to defining what PAHs are and mentioning their environmental origin, without specifying the study of their presence in fish, their impact on health, or the link with human consumption. 

 « The study includes the identification of potential sources of PAHs, their bioaccumulation in fish, and the estimation of human exposure through ingestion »

Abstract

The value "4.695 kg/L" seems extremely high and not credible for a concentration of PAHs, as the usual PAH values are on the order of µg/L or ng/L; it could likely be a unit error. 

It is appropriate to conclude Abstract with a synthetic sentence that will clearly indicate whether the consumption of Papyrocranus afer is safe or risky.

 Positive points should be highlighted in this Abstract ; the precise values of the indicated concentrations reinforce the credibility of the study, as does the geographical comparison of the sampling points that allows for the identification of the most contaminated areas. Addressing the concept of seasonality of PAH levels is important for understanding environmental dynamics. Furthermore, the use of TEF, MEF, and risk indices <1 is consistent with toxicological risk assessment approaches. Additionally, the assessment of the impact of fish consumption gives practical relevance to the results.

Introduction 

Some sentences are long and heavy, hindering fluidity [Aquatic bodies are….. emissions].

 The text lacks well-defined paragraphs: it is dense and difficult to follow. A division into thematic sections (e.g., nature of PAHs, sources, effects, local case) would improve readability. 

Some authors and publication years are mentioned between two points, which limits academic rigor. e.g., (Bojes and Pope, 2007) (Sun et al., 1998)

I also note a lack of logic in the ideas, for example: The transition from generalities about PAHs to the specific case of the Banegbe River is too abrupt. The links between effects on aquatic fauna and human impacts could be better articulated. To improve the structure of the introduction, I suggest organizing it in the following order: Introduction to PAHs, Natural and anthropogenic sources, Effects on the environment and aquatic fauna, Bioaccumulation and impacts on human health, leading to the Case study: Banegbe River.

A brief conclusion summarizing the issues and calling for the sustainable management of the river would be beneficial to conclude. 

It is worth noting some positive points. Several scientific references lend credibility to the text and demonstrate that it is based on documented research. The text provides a good amount of accurate scientific information on PAHs, their nature, sources, and environmental and biological impacts. The text addresses chemical, ecological, health, and socio-economic aspects, making it a comprehensive analysis

Methodology

Which part of the fish was analyzed? This seems important for comparing the results with certain studies.

The methodology adopted is one of the strengths of this work because it ensures good reproducibility and comparability of the results; also, this method is recognized for the analysis of semi-volatile organic compounds. The addition of standards allows for better quality control throughout the analysis and maximizes the recovery yield of PAHs while avoiding interferences during concentration by using the appropriate product.The only problem with this method is that it involves the use of dichloromethane (DCM), which is a toxic, volatile solvent that is hazardous to the environment.

Can the final approximate volume (1-3 ml) not lead to variability in the calculated concentrations ?

 There are an absence of mention of a blank or extraction control as it allows for verification that there is no cross-contamination. 

The use of a simplistic RQ based solely on measured concentrations and toxic thresholds does not take into account the synergy between compounds or the actual bioavailability. The fixed estimation of body weight (70 kg) may not reflect vulnerable subpopulations such as children or pregnant women. This approach is conservative as it assumes constant daily consumption over 70 years, which potentially overestimates the risk. A variation in certain parameters (weight, frequency, actual consumption) would be wise, also there is a lack of distinction between population groups, meaning a single risk assessed without differentiation between adults, children, at-risk populations, which limits the interpretation.

It is necessary to specify the number of fish analyzed, their respective weight because the fat mass is an important factor in the accumulation of pollutants. The concept of seasonality in the accumulation of PAHs in fish seems a bit weak scientifically, considering that these are not the same fish. A study taking into account the size of the fish would be more conclusive scientifically. To compare, it is appropriate to start from the same criteria.

Results discussion

The text is long and dense, lacking sufficient clear structuring. This affects readability. Organizing it into thematic sub-sections would improve clarity. You can structure it with clear subheadings: Analysis of the results, Comparison with other studies, Risk assessment, Impacts on health and the environment, Limitations of the study, Recommendations.

This will avoid the redundancy of information that unnecessarily weighs down the text. Regarding the recommendation, although the discussion shows the seriousness of pollution, it does not propose concrete measures (water treatment, fishing restrictions, regulatory monitoring, etc.). There is also a lack of critical methodological analysis (sampling, seasonality, biological variability of fish, etc.), which is essential in a scientific discussion. There is an absence of clarification on the exact source of PAHs (The origin of PAHs is attributed to "industries," but without direct evidence or attempts to differentiate the sources (pyrolytic vs. petrogenic), which weakens the argument). Additionally, there is sometimes a lack of in-depth analysis on ecotoxicological implications, socio-economic factors, or on the trophic chain, leaving a feeling of incompleteness in the analysis of results.

Conclusion

It is important to reformulate practical recommendations and research perspectives.
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