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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 documents an environmental reference for pollution levels before oil and gas exploration began, and proves the efficiency of bird eggs as a vital tool for monitoring coastal pollution without harming them. It also contributes to understanding the distribution of toxins between the eggshell and its internal contents, and clarifies the effect of bird behavior and diet on levels of pollutant accumulation, thus supporting decision-makers with essential data for protecting reserves and biodiversity.
	


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
	4 = Good
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	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 = Good
	

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

	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 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript provides a valuable ecotoxicological baseline for coastal Senegal. The scientific core is robust, but the manuscript requires a Minor Revision to correct critical data contradictions and formatting errors before publication: Main Comments:
1. Text vs. Table Contradiction: In Sections 3.2 and 4.2, total PAH levels are written as 895 mg/kg and 752 mg/kg. However, Tables 2 and 3 show them correctly as decimals (0.895 and 0.752 mg/kg). The text must be corrected to match the tables.
2. Table 2 Errors:
· Fluoranthene is listed as 71 ± 10.4 (likely missing a decimal point, e.g., 0.071).
· Benzo(k)fluoranthene is cut off, showing only 18 ±.
· The final row (sum$ PAHs) needs a clear label: "Total PAHs".
Minor Comments:
3. Language Error: In Section 2.3.1, a French sentence was left in the text: "La limite de quantification (LOQ)...". It must be translated into English.
Nomenclature Corrections (Tables 2 & 3): Correct the spelling of compounds: Naphtalene rightarrow Naphthalene, Anthrancene rightarrow Anthracene, Fluorenthene rightarrow Fluoranthene, Bnezo rightarrow Benzo, Ieno rightarrow
Indeno
	

	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
	4 = Good
The study is exploratory and descriptive in nature, aiming to establish a baseline. In this type of environmental study, clear objectives suffice, and the formulation of rigid statistical hypotheses in the introduction is not required. Therefore, the current  approach  is  considered  quite  acceptable  and
scientifically sound.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
· Citation Error (Section 4.1): You cited (van Roomen et al., 2025) for flamingo data in South Africa, but used the same reference in Section 2 for Senegal geography. Please correct this citation overlap and ensure the South African data belongs to the right source.
· Literature Recency: Replace or support older citations (e.g., Monteiro & Furness, 1995; Dudev et al., 2003) with recent papers (2022–2025) on heavy metal kinetics in seabirds
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
Action: State if official permits were obtained from Senegalese authorities and clarify that only non-viable/abandoned eggs were collected.
Suggested Text (add as section 2.5): "All egg samples were collected under official permits from the Directorate of National Parks of Senegal. Only non-viable or abandoned eggs were sampled to ensure non-destructive protocols and
minimize colony disturbance
	

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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
	4 = Good
	



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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
· Language Error (Section 2.3.1): A French sentence was inadvertently left in the text: "La limite de quantification (LOQ)...". Please translate it fully into English.
· Chemical Nomenclature (Tables 2 & 3): Correct the repeated typographical errors in compound names: Naphtalene rightarrow Naphthalene, Anthrancene rightarrow Anthracene, Fluorenthene rightarrow Fluoranthene, Bnezo rightarrow Benzo, Ieno rightarrow
Indeno.
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
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
.
	Yes
	

	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
Action: State if official permits were obtained from Senegalese authorities and clarify that only non-viable/abandoned eggs were collected.
Suggested Text (add as section 2.5): "All egg samples were collected under official permits from the Directorate of National Parks of Senegal. Only non-viable or abandoned eggs were sampled to ensure non-destructive protocols and minimize colony disturbance
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