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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 makes important contributions to the scientific community by presenting rigorous and new research on sustainable farming methods. Its results provide empirical evidence that can guide more effective resource management, sustainable agricultural practices, and enhanced crop yields. By integrating advanced methodologies and comprehensive data analysis, the study addresses critical knowledge gaps and sets a benchmark for future research in the field.  Furthermore, the results have practical implications for policymakers, agronomists, and researchers aiming to promote sustainable food production and mitigate environmental impacts.
This is Original Research Article and this classification fits because the study presents primary data, field sampling, quantitative analysis, and human health risk assessment, which aligns with the scope of the Asian Journal of Research in Zoology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Heavy Metal Contamination and Human Health Risk Assessment of the Nun River, Bayelsa State, Nigeria”, is clear and informative, but it can be slightly refined to make it more concise, professional, and impactful for a scientific audience. The main points heavy metals, health risk, and location are present, which is good. 


My suggestion of title is : “Assessment of Heavy Metal Contamination and its Associated Human Health Risks in the Nun River, Bayelsa State, 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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive, as it includes background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. 

My Suggestions for improvement: 
Condense methods: Some details (like in-situ measurements and full list of metals) can be shortened to focus on essentials. 
Summarize results: Instead of listing all exact values, highlight only metals exceeding guideline limits or of greatest concern. 
Clarify risk implications: Briefly explain what “significant non-carcinogenic risk” means for human health. 
Strengthen impact statement: End with a clear sentence emphasizing relevance for public health, environmental management, or policy. 

These changes will make the abstract more concise, readable, and impactful while retaining all key information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the manuscript, appears to be scientifically sound. It follows standard procedures for environmental contamination studies, including:

Clear objectives: Assessing heavy-metal contamination and human health risks in a specific river.

Appropriate methodology: Triplicate sampling across river sections, in-situ measurement of physicochemical parameters, acid digestion, and analysis using Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometry.

Standard risk assessment: Use of contamination factors, estimated daily intake, hazard quotient, hazard index, and carcinogenic risk based on USEPA (United States Environmental Protection Agency) guidelines.

Data-driven results: Reporting concentrations, comparison with guideline limits, contamination factors, and risk indices.

Relevant conclusions: Highlighting public health implications, particularly for children, and the need for monitoring and management.

Suggestions for scientific improvement or verification:

Ensure all units, statistical analyses, and models are correctly applied and clearly described.

Verify that all calculations for HQ, HI, and carcinogenic risk follow USEPA formulas.

Include quality control checks for laboratory analyses.

Discuss uncertainties or limitations in sampling or analysis.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct and aligns with established practices in environmental science and human health risk assessment.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add broader international references:

While regional studies are well covered, adding a few global studies or landmark works on heavy metal contamination and human health risk assessment could make the manuscript more robust and give it broader scientific context. For example:

Tchounwou et al., 2012. “Heavy Metal Toxicity and the Environment.” EXS, 101:133–164.

USEPA, 2000. “Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part A).”

Burger & Gochfeld, 2005. “Heavy Metals in the Environment: Health Risks and Ecotoxicology.”

Check for redundancy:

Many references are from the same journals and overlapping authorship. While this is fine for regional context, ensure that key international frameworks or comparative studies are cited.

Ensure DOI and links are consistent:

Most references have proper DOIs, which is good. Make sure all references follow the journal’s style guide for uniformity.

Overall Conclusion:

The references are sufficient, recent, and highly relevant for the study.

Including 1–3 key international references would strengthen the manuscript’s scientific rigor and global relevance.
	

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


	Yes. The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The text is clear, formal, and technically appropriate, with only minor grammatical or stylistic refinements needed to improve clarity and flow in a few sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	A comprehensive and scientifically sound assessment of heavy metal contamination and related risks to human health is presented in this well-structured manuscript. The results are presented in an understandable manner, the methodology is suitable, and the discussion successfully connects the results to previous research. The manuscript will be well suited for publication and will significantly advance environmental and public health research with a few minor edits to its conciseness and language.

The manuscript demonstrates strong scientific rigor, clear objectives, appropriate methodology, comprehensive data analysis, and well-supported conclusions. The results are clearly presented, the discussion is well linked to existing literature, and the study provides meaningful contributions to environmental and public health research. Minor language polishing may be needed, which does not affect the scientific quality of the work.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

This manuscript does not raise any ethical concerns. The study does not involve human subjects, private information, or animal testing instead it uses environmental water sampling. There are no obvious ethical issues with data collection, analysis, or reporting, and the procedures outlined adhere to accepted scientific and environmental assessment practices.
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