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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.


	This study provides important data on the health risks linked to consuming seafood from the Okoroba River, Bayelsa State. Elevated levels of heavy metals and PAHs, particularly Ni, Pb, and Cd, were found in commonly consumed species. The high Estimated Daily Intake, Target Hazard Quotient, and Hazard Index values indicate potential health risks for the local population. These findings are valuable for environmental monitoring and public health policy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear, but it can be slightly refined for clarity and conciseness re "Mathematical Modelling of Heavy Metal and PAH Contamination in Seafood from Okoroba, Nembe, Bayelsa State: Implications for Public 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.


	Here’s suggested revised abstract: This study assesses the health risks associated with heavy metals and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in selected seafood from the Okoroba River, Bayelsa State. Standard methods were used to evaluate the concentrations of heavy metals and PAHs, as well as to estimate Daily Intake (EDI), Life Cancer Risk (LCR), Total Life Cancer Risk (TLCR), Target Hazard Quotient (THQ), and Hazard Index (HI). The levels of Ni, Cr, Pb, and Cd in Calcinus elegans—29.79 ± 0.01 mg/kg, 2.49 ± 0.01 mg/kg, 2.49 ± 0.01 mg/kg, and 1.19 ± 0.01 mg/kg, respectively—exceeded reference values, with similar trends observed in Catharanthus roseus, Oxudercinae, and Sesamum indicum. The estimated daily intake of Ni, Cd, and Pb in Calcinus elegans also exceeded recommended limits. THQ and HI values for Halichoeres bivittatus and other species indicated elevated non-carcinogenic and carcinogenic risks. Overall, the findings suggest that long-term consumption of seafood from the Okoroba River poses potential health risks to the local population.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes The manuscript addresses an important public health issue—heavy metal contamination in seafood from Okoroba River—and includes data on metal concentrations, estimated daily intake (EDI), target hazard quotient (THQ), hazard index (HI), and lifetime cancer risk (LCR). However, the scientific validity is undermined by serious issues in language, structure, and clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes and apparently updated
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The core scientific content and methodology (e.g., measuring heavy metal concentrations, comparing values to FAO/WHO limits, calculating THQ, HI, and LCR) are valid and relevant, but several problems compromise the manuscript’s overall scientific quality:
Critical Issues That Need Revision

Repetitive and Redundant Statements

· Many statements repeat almost verbatim across species (e.g., “Ni was highest followed by Cr, Pb… the least was Cd,” etc.).

· Multiple sentences state metals were higher or lower than TDI, then contradict themselves by saying “but lower than the TDI.”

2. Contradictory and Illogical Phrasing

· Some sentences claim that metal concentrations are “higher than” and “lower than” the same reference value in the same clause.

Example: “...were higher than the Recommended Tolerable Daily Intake (TDI) levels... but lower than the Recommended Tolerable Daily Intake (TDI) levels...”
3. Inconsistent Use of Units and Terms

· There is confusion between mg/kg, EDI (µg/day or mg/kg bw/day), and regulatory thresholds. Units must be clearly specified.

· Species like Catharanthus roseus are not seafood but plants, yet they are evaluated alongside crabs and fish without clarification. This creates biological and methodological confusion.

4. Poor Sentence Structure and Grammar

· The manuscript is full of long, run-on sentences with grammatical errors. This significantly affects clarity and readability.

· Use of terms like “next was Pb” or “while the least was Cd” is too informal for a scientific paper.

5. Table and Data Referencing Errors

· Statements such as “see Table 1” are made frequently, but the tables are not included here.

· Ensure all values are cross-checked with the tables and that reference values are clearly cited.

6. Insufficient Statistical Treatment

· The manuscript says values are “significantly higher” but does not report any p-values, confidence intervals, or statistical tests used. Such claims must be supported by statistical evidence.

7. Incomplete Literature Support

· Citations are given but not consistently. In-text references such as “Garcia-Rico et al., 2007” or “WHO/FAO (2011)” need to be matched with a full reference list.

What’s Scientifically Valid

· Use of standard health risk assessment methods: EDI, THQ, HI, LCR.

· Comparison with WHO/FAO reference values is appropriate.

· The conclusion that some seafood from the Okoroba River may pose health risks is scientifically reasonable based on the reported levels.

Recommendations

To make this manuscript scientifically sound and publishable, the following should be done:

1. Thorough Language Editing: Revise for grammar, clarity, and conciseness.

2. Avoid Redundancy: Summarize repetitive findings in tables or concise comparative sentences.

3. Clarify Methodology: Provide details of sampling, analytical techniques, quality control, and statistical methods.

4. Improve Structure: Organize results logically—by species or by metal. Use subheadings.

5. Define Thresholds Clearly: Clearly define TDI, UTDI, THQ > 1, HI > 1, and acceptable LCR values.

6. Accurate Taxonomy: Verify and correct species names and categories (e.g., Catharanthus roseus is not seafood).

7. Consistent Terminology: Use correct scientific terms and units throughout.

8. Include Summary Tables: Visual data summaries (concentrations, EDI, THQ, etc.) would help reduce text bulk and repetition.

The manuscript contains scientifically valuable data on heavy metal contamination in seafood from Okoroba River, and the health risk assessment approach is valid. However, it is currently not scientifically sound in its written form due to extensive issues in language, structure, clarity, and consistency. Major revisions are required before it can be considered for publication.


	

	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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