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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.
	
	



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 
I believe the title is too long, I propose:
1) Illegal mining and the risks associated with fish consumption
Illegal mining and heavy metal contamination in fish
	

	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
	4
After the first sentence. Please include the MAIN OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
We propose that Nigeria be removed
	

	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
	2
The term “ILLEGAL MINING” is a key concept.  Yet it has been completely ignored. It is precisely because of illegal mining that this research project was launched. Please mention the impact of mining activities on aquatic life in general.
	

	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
	2
In a scientific paper such as this one, you should proceed as follows:
· General objective
· Specific objectives (must be 2)

For example, the main objective of this study is to...

More specifically, it involves (... first specific objective) and (... second specific objective).

The last three sentences of the introduction don't belong there; they should be placed a little earlier in the text. Please remove them from that spot.
	

	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
Very good
	

	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
	2
The survey area includes 8 statements, all of which concern the town of Jibia. None of the statements mention:
· the selection of the town
· mining activities in the area or the fact that the dam is located downstream from those activities
· the coordinates of the dam
For the mineralization and heavy metal analysis, I suggest that the author use AOAC Method 999.10 (2003).
	

	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
	2
2.2 Fish Sampling
Were the whole fish ground up?
Please include a section titled “PREPARATION OF FISH SAMPLES” and describe in it the process for removing the organs, as well as which organs were analyzed.
	


	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Failure to comply with the guidelines for writing scientific articles
In a scientific article, the “Results” section must include an analysis of the results before the “Results and Discussion” section.

The author is therefore required to strictly adhere to this section.
	

	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
Please increase the line spacing between the tables and the text above them; they're too close together.

Always use a colon after the table number. For example, Table 1:
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	1
Neither the limitations of this study nor the possibility of future research aimed at addressing these limitations were discussed
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	





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 
The title is appropriate. However, it might be worth removing a few phrases to make the title very short but compelling as eg: 
1) Illegal mining and the risks associated with fish consumption

2) illegal mining and heavy metal contamination in fish
	

	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.
	No
Certain sections, such as the introduction, the material and methods section, and the results section, need to be revised to better comply with the guidelines for writing scientific articles. 

Apart from lead, I suggest that the author briefly discuss the results for the other heavy metals, since Table 1 has not been interpreted in its entirety.
	

	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)

	Yes 
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