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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.


	Detects the health risk and heavy metal content present in coal used in water pipe. Uses analytical methods to detect the heavy metal content
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Mild grammatical error present. My suggestion: “Health Risk Assessment of Selected Heavy Metals in Charcoal Used for Water Pipe Tobacco”


	

	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.


	1. Too descriptive and lacks numerical/statistical context for EDI and THQ derivation.

2. Missing mention of the analytical technique (AAS) in the abstract for clarity.

3. Uses both ppm and mg/kg inconsistently.

4. Include sample size, analytical technique, and numerical context for results.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Shorten background; focus on why coal is a major heavy metal source in shisha.

2. Reproducibility is poor. 

3. Only one coal sample was analyzed—this severely limits scientific validity. 

4. No replicates or standard deviations provided.

5. Missing details: brand, batch, number of replicates, digestion duration, quality control (e.g., blanks, standards, recovery).

6. Unclear whether the analysis followed QA/QC standards (certified reference material, calibration verification).

7. Mention detection limits, calibration R² values, and recovery percentages.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many references outdated (pre-2015), only a few recent (Ali et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020).


	

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


	The manuscript is written in understandable English but suffers from grammatical inconsistencies, wordiness, awkward phrasing, redundancy, and non-academic tone in several places.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Only one sample analysis makes very less appropriate

2. No indication of replicate measurements 
3. Lack of statistical validation (no SD, range, or n value).
4. EDI percentage comparisons mix units; e.g., “2.9% – 0.9%” seems inconsistent with preceding decimals.

5. HI in table = 0.46148, but in discussion it says 6.63 × 10⁻¹ (0.663) — mismatch in reported value.

6. Discussion mostly descriptive, not analytical—doesn’t compare with many relevant global data.

7. No explanation for possible sources of metals in coal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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