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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 (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.


	This work focuses on the assessment of heavy metals in Omambala River, which serves as an alternative source of drinking water for many communities. Studies like this are important because they help to understand the safety of water used for domestic purposes and to identify possible health risks. The seasonal comparison also makes the study more useful for environmental monitoring and planning. The results can support decision making by government and environmental agencies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and suitable. It reflects the content of the work and the objective of the study. However, it can be slightly improved for clarity.
	

	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.


	The abstract is generally well written and summarizes the work. However, there are some inconsistencies between the values reported in the abstract and those in the results tables. Also, the abstract states that lead and iron are within WHO limits, but the results section and tables show that they are above the limits. The abstract should be corrected to reflect the actual results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The sampling design and laboratory methods used are appropriate for this type of study. However, there are errors in data presentation and interpretation. In particular, the discussion and conclusion about compliance with WHO standards are not fully consistent with the values shown in the tables. These issues should be corrected to improve the scientific accuracy of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, most of the references are relevant and some are recent.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but there are many grammatical errors and awkward sentences. The English language needs to be carefully edited to improve clarity and readability before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	WHO standard values should be checked carefully, especially for zinc and iron.

Units should be written consistently (mg/L).
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	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 detail)

No clear ethical issues were observed.
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