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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 presents a meaningful and timely investigation into the combined effects of heavy metal contamination and microbial pollution in the Kuwano River system. The integration of algal bioaccumulation with microbial indicators provides a holistic perspective that is often missing in conventional water quality studies. The work is particularly valuable for developing regions where rivers are subjected to multiple anthropogenic pressures, and such integrated assessments are crucial for effective environmental management.
The study contributes important baseline data for the Kuwano River, which appears to be underreported in the scientific literature. The use of bioaccumulation factor (BAF) and multivariate statistical tools adds scientific depth and strengthens the analytical framework. Overall, the manuscript has strong relevance for environmental monitoring, public health, and policy-making related to freshwater ecosystems.

	
































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope and methodology of the study.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. However, it could be slightly shortened and made more concise by reducing repetition and focusing on key findings.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. Keywords are relevant and effectively represent the major themes of the study.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. The introduction is detailed and informative. However, it is slightly lengthy and could be streamlined to improve readability and focus.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. The objectives are clearly stated and logically aligned with the study design.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. The literature cited is recent and relevant. Minor improvement is needed in avoiding redundancy and ensuring stronger synthesis rather than listing studies.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. The methodology is robust, appropriate, and well-detailed. Use of ICP-MS and statistical tools like CCA strengthens the scientific quality.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not Applicable. No ethical concerns are apparent in this environmental study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. Results are clearly presented, but some sections can be better structured to improve flow and reduce repetition.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. Tables and figures are relevant and informative. However, formatting and labeling (especially clarity and consistency) can be improved.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. The discussion effectively relates findings to existing literature, but could benefit from deeper critical interpretation rather than descriptive repetition.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. The conclusions are well-supported by the data and clearly highlight the significance of the findings.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory.The manuscript lacks an explicit section discussing limitations. This should be added for completeness
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. References are adequate and recent, but minor formatting inconsistencies and a few irrelevant citations should be checked.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, though minor grammatical corrections and sentence simplifications are recommended.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is scientifically sound and contributes valuable regional data with a strong analytical approach. However, it requires minor to moderate revisions, particularly in terms of language polishing, structural clarity, and inclusion of limitations. After revision, it is suitable for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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