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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 provides valuable insights into the dual dimension of nutritional quality and food safety in widely consumed fish species. It contributes to the scientific community by integrating physicochemical, microbiological, and toxicological analyses, offering a comprehensive assessment rarely addressed in a single study. The findings are particularly relevant for public health, as they highlight significant risks associated with heavy metal contamination and poor hygiene practices in local supply chains. 

However, its scope remains highly localized. It is suggested to broaden the discussion by incorporating comparisons with studies from other countries where parameters fall within acceptable regulatory ranges. This would allow for a more robust contextualization of the results and provide useful benchmarks. Such an approach would help authorities and researchers identify successful practices and reference standards, thereby supporting the development of strategies aimed at improving food safety and quality in the studied context.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope of the study, including both nutritional composition and safety assessment, as well as the species and study location. It effectively informs the reader about the main focus of the research.
	

	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
	The abstract clearly presents the aims, methodology, key results, and conclusions. However, it could be improved by briefly highlighting the severity of heavy metal contamination, which is one of the most critical findings. Additionally, the conclusion of the abstract does not clearly reflect the seriousness of these results, particularly regarding the negative impact of heavy metal contamination on consumer health, and should be strengthened to better convey this concern.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are generally relevant; however, it is not necessary to include “Mali” as a keyword, since the study location is already specified in the title and abstract. Additionally, it is suggested to replace the specific scientific names (Trachurus trachurus, Lates niloticus) with a more general term such as “fish” to improve indexing and searchability, and adding terms like “food safety risk” or “contamination”.
	

	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
	The introduction provides a solid contextual framework, including global and local relevance. It is well supported by literature, although some sections could be streamlined to improve flow and avoid minor redundancies.
	

	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
	The objectives are clearly defined at the end of the introduction and align well 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
	The manuscript includes recent and relevant references, demonstrating a good effort to contextualize the study.
	

	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
	The methodology is appropriate and uses recognized standard methods (AOAC, ISO). The combination of analyses strengthens the robustness of the study. Greater detail on sampling representativeness could further improve it. In particular, it would be important to specify the sampling frequency, as the manuscript reports 25 samples per species but does not clarify whether these were collected on a single day or across multiple sampling events over time. This information is essential to properly assess variability and representativeness of the results.
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results are generally clear and logically structured the text refers to mineral composition (section 3.2) however, these data are not presented in the corresponding table, which should be addressed to ensure consistency between the results described and those reported.
	

	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
	Tables are relevant and support the findings, but several formatting issues (e.g., incomplete values) reduce their clarity and should be revised. In addition, some abbreviations used in the tables are not defined, so it is recommended to clearly explain all acronyms and units to improve readability and interpretation.
	

	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
	The discussion shows a strong connection with existing literature, incorporating multiple relevant studies from different regions. It effectively compares findings and supports interpretations. However, in some sections the discussion is somewhat repetitive and could be more concise.
	

	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
	The conclusions are generally well supported by the data presented, particularly regarding nutritional value and microbiological risks. However, statements about heavy metal contamination s overly long and repeats elements already discussed; it should be more concise, focusing on the key findings, while leaving detailed explanations and interpretations to the discussion section. Furthermore, rendering both species unsuitable for consumption may require more cautious wording or stronger contextualization.
	

	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
	The manuscript does not explicitly discuss limitations such as sample size, spatial representativeness, or temporal variability, which is an important omission.
	

	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
	The references are numerous, relevant, and include recent studies, demonstrating a solid literature base. However, it would be beneficial to incorporate additional bibliography from other countries or different species to better understand how the issue of heavy metal contamination in foods is addressed globally. This would strengthen the discussion and support more robust recommendations, particularly in the context of informing public policies aimed at food safety and consumer protection.
	

	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
	The manuscript is generally understandable and uses appropriate scientific terminology.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Not
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