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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 manuscript is important because it provides baseline data on dermal exposure risk to heavy metals in Qua Iboe River, a region where communities depend heavily on the river for daily activities. Although the study confirms low immediate risk, it highlights seasonal variability and the proximity of certain parameters to regulatory limits, which is highly relevant for environmental health monitoring. The application of PCA and Hazard Quotient models adds scientific rigor and contributes to risk assessment literature in developing regions. Thus, it offers value for policymakers, researchers, and environmental managers concerned with sustainable water resource use.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Seasonal Assessment of Heavy Metals and Dermal Health Risk in Qua Iboe River, Nigeria”, is clear but somewhat generic. It could be improved to emphasize the methodological framework and health risk focus. A suggested alternative could be:
“Seasonal Variability of Heavy Metals and Dermal Health Risk Assessment in Qua Iboe River, 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 overly repetitive, particularly regarding the interpretation of HQ values, and lacks concise emphasis on the study’s novelty. I recommend deleting repeated statements about HQ < 1 and instead highlighting (1) seasonal differences in heavy metals, (2) PCA findings about pollutant sources, and (3) the significance of routine monitoring given parameters near regulatory limits. A shorter, sharper abstract would improve readability and better capture the study’s contribution.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound in its sampling design and risk assessment approach. However, the interpretation of PCA is weak, with little explanation of how factor loadings relate to pollutant sources. The discussion often reiterates known information without fully integrating results into a broader environmental or public health context. Clarifying these aspects would improve scientific depth.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are numerous but not always recent. Many citations are over a decade old, and the paper would benefit from including more current works on heavy metal pollution, dermal exposure, and health risk assessment (preferably within the last 5 years). For example, updated WHO or USEPA guidelines, as well as recent African or global case studies on dermal risk assessment, should be cited to strengthen relevance.
	

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


	The language requires significant revision for scholarly communication. There are multiple grammatical errors, redundancies, and awkward phrases (e.g., “little of no significant health effect”). The tone is sometimes informal, and sentences are unnecessarily long. Careful editing for clarity, conciseness, and precision will be necessary before this manuscript is suitable for publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Detailed comments

Abstract
· The abstract is overly wordy and repetitive, particularly in restating that HQ < 1 indicates no health risk. 

· While the results are presented, the abstract lacks conciseness and does not highlight the novelty of the work. A sharper, more focused summary emphasizing the context, key findings, and practical implications would strengthen its impact.

· Suggested abstract

· This study evaluated the physicochemical parameters and heavy metal concentrations of Qua Iboe River, Nigeria, across wet and dry seasons to assess potential dermal health risks. Water samples were analyzed for pH, temperature, turbidity, dissolved oxygen, biochemical oxygen demand, and selected metals (Fe, Pb, Cd, Zn, Cu, Ni, Cr, Mn, Co) using standard methods. Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was applied to explore pollutant sources, and Hazard Quotient (HQ) values were calculated to estimate dermal exposure risk. Results showed seasonal variations in water quality, with some parameters approaching regulatory limits, particularly during the dry season. However, HQ values for all metals remained below 1 in both seasons, suggesting no immediate dermal health risks for local users of the river. Despite the absence of significant risk, the proximity of certain values to permissible thresholds highlights the need for continuous monitoring and effective management strategies to safeguard public health and aquatic resources.

Introduction
· The introduction is far too long and diffuse. It spends considerable space on general information about water, heavy metals, and environmental concerns, which dilutes the main research focus. 

· While citations are abundant, the section does not clearly highlight the knowledge gap this study addresses. 

· A more streamlined introduction should concentrate on the relevance of dermal exposure in Qua Iboe River, the seasonal variation in pollutants, and the lack of existing dermal risk assessments in the region.

Materials and Methods

· The methods section is comprehensive but reads more like a laboratory manual than a journal-ready description. 

· Standard protocols such as titration methods and Winkler’s method are described in excessive detail, which is unnecessary for readers familiar with water quality analysis. 

· Instead, the authors should briefly cite standard methods and highlight only modifications or specific adaptations relevant to this study. 

· Additionally, while PCA and statistical approaches are mentioned, the explanation of how they were applied is weak and lacks sufficient justification.

Results
· The results are detailed, but the narrative is not always consistent with the data presented. 

· The authors frequently emphasize that HQ values are less than 1, yet they also highlight that some parameters are close to maximum permissible limits. 

· This creates confusion about whether the river poses emerging risks or is truly safe. 

· The PCA tables and graphs are included but not adequately interpreted; there is little discussion of what the clustering patterns or seasonal differences reveal about potential pollutant sources. 

· Greater emphasis should be placed on connecting numerical values to ecological and health implications.

Discussion
· The discussion lacks depth in interpreting the findings. 

· Much of the section reiterates existing knowledge about water contamination rather than extracting insights specific to Qua Iboe River. 

· The study would benefit from a stronger discussion of anthropogenic sources contributing to the observed pollutants, seasonal patterns in contamination, and the significance of results in comparison with similar studies in Nigeria and other regions. 

· The repeated reassurance that HQ < 1 indicates no risk oversimplifies the findings and ignores borderline cases that may indicate potential long-term concern.

Conclusion
· The conclusion emphasizes the absence of significant dermal health risk, but this is overstated given that some values approached maximum permissible limits.

· The authors should present a more balanced conclusion that recognizes both the reassuring findings and the potential risks that could emerge with increased pollution. 

· The call for routine monitoring is appropriate, but it should be better linked to the study’s findings rather than presented as a generic recommendation.

Language and Style

· Throughout the manuscript, language issues detract from clarity and professionalism. 

· There are frequent grammatical errors, redundancies, and awkward phrasing that weaken the scientific tone (e.g., “little of no significant health effect,” “deficiency of water in living things”). 
· Substantial editing for clarity, conciseness, and precision is needed before submission to a reputable journal.

Overall Assessment

· This study provides valuable baseline data on the dermal risk assessment of heavy metals in Qua Iboe River and confirms that, under current conditions, health risks are minimal. 
· However, the manuscript suffers from a lack of novelty, excessive methodological description, weak statistical interpretation, and overextended introduction. 
· A revised version should condense the background, refine the abstract, focus the discussion on unique contributions, and present the results more critically to highlight both current safety and possible emerging risks.
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