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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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	


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.
	NO. The article would have been rephrased as either ‘Assessment of Heavy Metal Contamination in Sediments of Buliu Bay, Halmahera Island, North Maluku Province’
Or ‘Evaluating Sediment Quality and Heavy Metal Levels in Coastal Waters of Buliu Bay, Halmahera Island, North Maluku Province’
‘Assessment of’ not ‘Assessment on’ and heavy metal contamination is better if implying pollution, heavy metal content not metals and North Maluku Province is better than North of Maluku

My greatest challenge is that the work is centred on risk assessment which I suppose should be part of the topic sentence

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract is short, lacks coherence and details. State the aim of the work, the methods employed (materials-methods), statistical tools, risk models used and striking results as well as conclusion and recommendation. The purpose of the study so stated negates the topic sentence because the topic was on heavy metal not risk assessment as earlier shown. There is need to mention the specific heavy metals and instrumentation
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but need to arrange the work properly
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

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

Because its less than 30%. The references did not adhere to APA 7TH edition as recommended.
Intext References not found in the reference list
1. Milligan and Yong (2005) not 2006 as is found at the reference list
2. Nguyen should et al. not as a single author as found intext

3. Odat & Ahmed not Odat et al. (2011)

4.  Li et al. (2016)

5. Praveena (2007), Sardan (2011), Sultana et al. (2022a), Salvaggio et al. (2020), Tchounwou et al. (2014), Shams et al. (2012), Lee et al. (2020), Gunawan (2008), Choudhury et al. (2024), Espericueta et al. (2006), Wangersky (1986)

Reference list but not found in-text
1. Dohaish EJAB (2018), Edwards 2006a, 2006b, 2010b, 2011c, 2014d, 2014f, 2015g
2. Proveena (2008), Sardans et al. (2011), Sultana et al. (2022)

3. Tchunwou et al. (2012), Sham et al. (2012), Tasrina et al. (2024), Turekian & Wedepohl (1961)


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
	


PART 3. 
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This study has a good aim but the need to rearrange the entire work will give more insight and explicit explanation of the phenomenon under investigation. There are so many symbols not well defined such as KP, PT at first instance. The heavy metals of interest must be reviewed properly to align with the objectives. There is the ardent need to include risk assessment in the topic to read as ‘Evaluation of Heavy Metal Contamination and Associated Ecological Risks in Sediments of Buliu Bay, Halmahera Island, North Maluku’

This topic will better capture what you meant in the work reviewed but to make it richer take samples of sediment plants and if possible, some marine organisms.

The need to introduce some inferential statistical tools is very pertinent to make this work more scientific in analysis. Please, the ecological risk assessment model equations should be numbered at the right hand side
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