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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 is useful because it highlights food-safety risks linked to vegetables grown in urban gardens using wastewater. It provides current data from Bobo-Dioulasso, which can help local authorities, farmers, and consumers make safer choices. The results are important for developing countries where urban farming is growing fast but water sources are not well monitored. The work also supports future environmental and health-policy research in West Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title matches the content
	

	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 covers the background, method, and key findings, but it could be improved by:

· Adding sample size (n = 24) and number of sites (4).

· Including a few numerical results, for example, “Fe ranged from 1522–1896 mg/kg dry matter and exceeded Codex limits.”

· Checking that Pb values are consistent between the abstract, tables, and text (some places list 0.46 mg/kg, others 4.04 mg/kg).

· Finishing with a clear takeaway, such as: “These findings suggest the need for better irrigation and monitoring practices.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design is acceptable for a screening study.

· The AAS method and AOAC digestion are suitable, but the authors should mention calibration standards and detection limits.

· The ANOVA and PCA were correctly used; however, they should check that assumptions of normality and equal variance were met.

· Codex values should be confirmed to match the dry-weight basis of the results.

· The study would be stronger if it included soil or irrigation-water samples to trace the metal sources.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and fairly recent.
I suggest including one or two newer reviews (after 2022) on urban agriculture contamination in West Africa to strengthen the context.
Also, make sure species names are italicized in all references and text.
	

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


	· The paper is understandable but needs light English editing for grammar and spelling.

· Use consistent decimal formatting (e.g., 3.25, not 3,25).

· Improve figure readability — larger fonts and clearer legends.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This paper is valuable and fits the journal scope.
I recommend minor revisions to fix language, clarify data consistency, and slightly improve the discussion before publication.
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