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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 addresses an important environmental issue by evaluating heavy metal contamination in superficial sediments using established geochemical indices such as Igeo, PI, and PLI . The study contributes region-specific data from Wadi As-Sir, Jordan, which is valuable for understanding anthropogenic impacts on sediment quality in semi-arid environments. The findings regarding elevated Zn and Cd concentrations provide useful insights for environmental monitoring and pollution control strategies. However, the manuscript requires significant improvement in language, structure, and scientific clarity to enhance its overall impact and readability.
	





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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	





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.
	The title is generally appropriate but can be made more concise and impactful. For example:
“Geochemical Assessment of Heavy Metal Pollution in Surface Sediments of Wadi As-Sir, Jordan”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract is lengthy and contains grammatical errors.
It should be structured clearly with: background, objective, methodology, key results, and conclusion.
Avoid repetition and improve clarity of findings (especially regarding Zn and Cd contamination).
Include quantitative highlights (e.g., highest concentrations or index values).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY (Major Revision Required)
The methodology is generally acceptable, but lacks clarity in some steps (e.g., equations formatting, TOM calculation missing proper equation).
Several interpretations are contradictory (e.g., PLI indicates no pollution, while PI and Igeo indicate high Zn contamination).
Improve statistical interpretation (correlation analysis explanation is weak and inconsistent).
Units, symbols, and equations should be standardized and properly formatted.
Improve discussion by comparing results with recent international studies.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Include more recent references (last 5 years) related to sediment pollution and heavy metal assessment.
Some references are outdated or improperly formatted.
Ensure uniform citation style and correct incomplete references.
	

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

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

	NO
The manuscript presents relevant data on heavy metal contamination in sediments; however, it requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. The primary concerns include not proper language quality, grammatical errors, and lack of clarity throughout the manuscript. The structure of the paper needs improvement, especially in the abstract, methodology, and discussion sections. There are inconsistencies in data interpretation, particularly regarding pollution indices, which need to be carefully revised. Figures and tables should be properly labeled and explained in the text. Additionally, the manuscript would benefit from comparison with recent literature and improved scientific discussion.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript requires major revision due to issues related to language quality, scientific clarity, and data interpretation. Authors are advised to thoroughly revise the manuscript for grammar, improve methodological descriptions, ensure consistency in results interpretation, and update references. A careful proofreading and possibly professional language editing are strongly recommended before reconsideration.
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