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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	The study addresses an important public health concern in developing countries where fish are a major protein source and pollution monitoring is inadequate. By combining concentration analysis with human health risk metrics (EDI, THQ, HI), the work provides actionable information for policymakers, environmental agencies, and public health practitioners. Furthermore, the comparison between an industrially influenced site and a relatively pristine site highlights site-specific vulnerability, making the manuscript relevant for environmental management and pollution control strategies.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Does not mention health risk assessment, which is a major component of the manuscrip

  “Assessment of Heavy Metals and Associated Human Health Risks in Catfish from Mafisa and Boma Road, Morogoro River.”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	· Remove theoretical content about AAS working principles.
· Add sample size, species, and study design.
· Include summary of health risk assessment results (e.g., “HI for Mafisa exceeded 1”).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	A. Redundancy and Repetition
· Many paragraphs are repeated verbatim in Introduction and Literature Review.
· Literature Review repeats Introduction again (especially health effects, sources, risk).
B. Sample Size & Sampling Description Conflicts
· At one point, the manuscript says 20 fish per site (total 40), which is correct.
· Later it states “40 fish… (3 of each species)”—this is contradictory.
C. Methodological Inconsistencies
· Some sections state analysis was done using AAS; others state FAAS.
· Euthanasia procedures are inconsistently described.
· Digestion method uses both nitric/perchloric acid AND microwave digestion without clarity.
D. Calculation Errors
Several EDI and THQ values appear inconsistent with input data, especially:
· Mercury EDI at Boma Road (0.00073) is higher than Mafisa—even though mercury was “Not detected”.
· Statistical results are provided for 7 metals, but only 6 metals exceed or approach standards.
E. Lack of control of confounding factors
· Size/age variability of fish not strictly controlled.
· Seasonal effects not addressed.
· No duplicate or triplicate laboratory runs mentioned.
F. Overly Long, Repetitive Introduction
· Should be greatly reduced to avoid mixing with literature review.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	You could strengthen the manuscript by citing:
· Global meta-analyses on heavy-metal fish contamination (post-2020).
· Recent African regional studies on AAS-based fish analysis.
If you want, I can:
✔ Re-format ALL references into APA 7
✔ Remove duplicates
✔ Replace weak or outdated citations with stronger ones

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	It need;
· Frequent grammatical errors (“normal introduced”, “affect in aquatic organisms”).
· Long, unstructured paragraphs.
· Repetitive sentences and concepts.
· Past and present tenses mixed.
· Some informal language.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
General Comments
1. The overall structure is solid, but the manuscript is significantly bloated and repetitive.
2. The Introduction and Literature Review should be reorganized and shortened.
3. The methods section must clearly specify sample size, digestion method, instrument calibration, and quality assurance measures.
4. Figures mentioned (e.g., “Fig. 3”) are missing; they must be included.
5. The Risk Assessment formulas should be presented carefully and consistently.
6. Tables need formatting (units, alignment, caption clarity).
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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