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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 study is important as it examines the link between environmental pollution and public health in an industrial area within a developing country, a topic that requires further research. It also provides field-based data that can support evidence-based environmental and public health policies.
	





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
	4 Good
The title is appropriate for the study; however, I suggest that the author revise it to:
Environmental Assessment of Air and Water Pollution and Associated Health Impacts in an Industrial Community in Guyana
	

	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
	3 Satisfactory
1.  The abstract only mentions the presence of associations, variability, or exceedances without providing precise numerical values, means, or actual exceedance percentages (e.g., 54.55% for PM2.5).
2. The methodology occupies a large portion of the abstract (e.g., detailed sampling times and statistical tests), while the results are general and descriptive, lacking statistical depth.
3. There is unnecessary repetition in the keywords (e.g., listing Environmental monitoring and Environmental exposure separately despite overlap) more diverse terms such as (Industrial emissions) would be more appropriate.
4. The conclusion is overly general and does not clearly highlight the study’s scientific contribution or novelty.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
1- The number of keywords should not exceed five
2- Keywords should not repeat terms already used in the title
3- They lack more specific terms such as (Industrial pollution or Industrial emissions)
	

	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
	4 Good
The background information is adequate and comprehensive; however, it is excessively long for a research paper and should be summarized and made more concise and directly linked to the study 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
	4 Good
The research objectives are clearly stated and understandable; however, they are not explicitly formulated as precise scientific hypotheses, and could be presented in a more structured and specific manner.
	

	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
	5 Excellent
The literature review is relevant to the study topic
	

	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
	4 Good
The methodology is acceptable; however, the author should consider the following points:
1. The air quality analysis relied on only 11 PM2.5 observations over four weeks, which is statistically insufficient to capture seasonal variations or detailed temporal patterns.
2. Environmental monitoring was conducted for only four weeks, reflecting short-term conditions rather than long-term environmental impacts associated with continuous industrial activity.
3. Participants were grouped based on very close distances (<10 m and 10–20 m), which may not allow detection of statistically significant differences in pollutant exposure levels that can extend over wider areas.
4. The assessment of health status was based on self-reported data rather than clinical examinations or official health records, which may introduce bias (recall bias).
	

	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
	5 Excellent
Ethical issues were properly addressed
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
1. The results are presented in an overly narrative manner, as the manuscript lacks tables summarizing participants’ demographic data or comparative tables for air and water quality results against international standards.
2. The manuscript frequently refers to “associations” or “exceedances” without providing actual numerical values or mean measurements directly within the text.
3. Figures (Figure 1 and Figure 2) are mentioned in the text only as titles, without in-depth analytical description or integration of their data into the discussion.
4. The pollution results (e.g., PM2.5 exceedances) are not linked to specific geographic sampling locations among the seven monitoring sites, making the findings appear generalized; it would be preferable to present these locations on a map.
	

	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
	2 Needs Improvement
1- No tables are included, which is unusual for a scientific study of this type
2- Figures are very limited and not adequately explained or analyzed; it is strongly recommended to include more figures
	

	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
	4 Good
Some results are presented without sufficient interpretation in light of existing literature.
	

	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
	4 Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the data; however, they tend to be somewhat generalized and do not fully reflect the limitations related to sample size and the short study duration.
	

	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
	2 Needs Improvement
1. The manuscript does not include a separate or clearly defined section titled "Limitations," which is a fundamental requirement in rigorous scientific research.
2. Some limitations are only mentioned briefly and implicitly within the results and discussion sections rather than being clearly consolidated and critically analyzed (e.g., limited data and small sample size).
3. The authors did not address potential biases such as recall bias or social desirability bias, which may affect the accuracy of self-reported health data.
4. The study does not acknowledge that the short duration (four weeks) limits the generalizability of the findings across different seasons, especially in a tropical environment influenced by rainfall patterns.
5. It is not discussed how the narrow distance range (10–20 m) may have led to a ceiling effect, where participants are exposed to similar pollutant levels, reducing the likelihood of detecting statistical differences.
6. Although the authors acknowledged limited statistical power due to small sample size, they did not provide an analysis of how this affects the strength and reliability of the conclusions (statistical power analysis).
	

	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
	5 Excellent
The references are appropriate and adequately cover the study
	

	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
	4 Satisfactory
1. The manuscript contains several minor spelling errors repeated across different sections, such as sirborne instead of airborne, tempoerature instead of temperature, and pullutantsinstead of pollutants.
2. In the introduction and discussion sections, the authors tend to use very long sentences with multiple embedded ideas, which may make it difficult for non-specialist readers to follow the argument.
3. In some instances, abbreviations such as PM2.5 are used correctly, while in others they are written descriptively, indicating a need for consistency in scientific terminology throughout the manuscript.
	





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.
	No
1. The abstract only mentions the presence of associations, variability, or exceedances without providing precise numerical values, means, or actual exceedance percentages (e.g., 54.55% for PM2.5).
2. The methodology occupies a large portion of the abstract (e.g., detailed sampling times and statistical tests), while the results are general and descriptive, lacking statistical depth.
3. There is unnecessary repetition in the keywords (e.g., listing Environmental monitoring and Environmental exposure separately despite overlap) more diverse terms such as (Industrial emissions) would be more appropriate.
4. The conclusion is overly general and does not clearly highlight the study’s scientific contribution or novelty.
	

	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)

	no
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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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