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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.
	The present work holds great significance for the scientific world due to the fact that this work provides the baseline information of heavy metals concentration levels in the surface water and sediment of the Mini-Welele River, which is one of the neglected freshwater systems in Niger Delta. The presence of lethal metals like Pb, Cd, Cr, and Ni adds value to the work due to the fact that this research helps in understanding the environmental pollution levels in the study area.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Good. The title is acceptable.
	

	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
	Needs Improvement.  The abstract summarizes the findings; however, it should follow the standard abstract structure: Introduction, Objectives, Methodology, Results, and Conclusion.  

 No information on:
sample size
number of replicates
sampling period
	

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

	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
	Needs Improvementt. Incorrect global mortality statement  “About 1.6 billion children under the age of 5 years die annually due to unsafe drinking water coupled with lack of basic sanitation”.

 Outdated references: The introduction should be updated to incorporate more recent literature, with references from the last 5–10 years predominating.


 The statement “(Rapu, 2003) reported that in South Africa, over 15% of rural dwellers depend on polluted river waters for their water supply” should be updated with more recent findings. Additionally, the citation should be presented in narrative form as Rapu (2003) rather than (Rapu, 2003).
	

	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
	The The introduction does not clearly explain:

Why Mini-Welele River was selected.
Existing pollution threats.
Previous studies conducted in the area.
Knowledge gap.

A dedicated paragraph identifying the research gap is needed.

However,  the study objectives should be clearly stated at the end of the introduction.

For example:

This study aimed to:

1. Determine heavy metal concentrations in surface water and sediment.
2. Compare concentrations with regulatory standards.
3. Evaluate sediment contamination using CF, Igeo and PLI indices.
	

	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
	It is observed that the review is inadequate, as it lacks discussion of studies directly relevant to the present research and does not incorporate sufficient recent, up-to-date citations.
	

	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
	Sampling description inadequate

The manuscript only states:

five sampling stations

But does not provide:

i. station coordinates
ii. sampling dates
iii. sampling frequency
iv. number of samples
v. replicate samples
vi. depth of collection

For the sample collection and preservation:

- Water sampling procedure incomplete

Need:

vii. preservation procedure
viii. acidification
ix. transportation conditions
x. storage temperature

Analytical procedure scientifically questionable

The manuscript states:

digested each with 1 ml conc. HCl for 20–30 min

This is unlikely to be a valid digestion protocol for sediments.

For sediment heavy metals, standard procedures usually involve:

xi. HNO₃
xii. HClO₄
xiii. aqua regia
xiv. microwave digestion

Authors must evidently provide:

xv. standard method used
xvi. digestion temperature
xvii. digestion volume

The equations used should be properly presented, numbered where necessary, and adequately referenced or justified within the methodology.

Instrument details missing

Need:

AAS model
manufacturer
detection limits
calibration range

Example:

Buck Scientific Model 210 VGP AAS

Use the attached as a guide: 
https://doi.org/10.37118/ijdr.29394.04.2025  


The manuscript reports Igeo and PLI values but never provides equations.

Need equations and references.

For reproducibility:

Igeo formula
PLI formula

must be included in Methods.
	

	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
	Ethical approval is not needed
	

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

The manuscript reports means ± SD but never states:

xviii.  number of replicates (n)
xix. statistical software
xx. significance level
xxi. ANOVA procedure

Need:

Data were analyzed using one-way ANOVA at p<0.05.

if performed.

In addition, Real environmental measurements rarely produce SD = 0.


Figure numbering problem

Map is Figure 1.

Later:

Variation ... shown in Fig. 1

but heavy metal graph becomes Figure 2.

Need correction.


Excessive comparison with standards
Results section should present findings.
Interpretation belongs mainly in Discussion.


Contamination Factor Interpretation Error and Sediment Standards Issue

The manuscript states:

station 5 was less contaminated by lead

However:

CF = 1.10

According to the classification provided:

CF < 1 = Low
1 ≤ CF < 3 = Moderate

Therefore Station 5 should be classified as:

Moderately contaminated

not less contaminated.

This must be corrected.

	

	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


	The tables and figures  are clear, relevant, and necessary
	

	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
	Good effort to compare with recent studies. 

Authors should discuss:

xxii. toxicity
xxiii. aquatic ecosystem risks
xxiv. sediment-water interactions


No human health implications

Given the large exceedances of Pb and Cd, implications should be discussed.


	

	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
	Generally acceptable.

However, the ccurrent conclusion is somewhat repetitive.

Should emphasize:

xxv. key contaminants
xxvi. environmental significance
xxvii. management implications

It should be more concise and use the same font
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	This section requires major revision.

Problems include:
A. Several references are incomplete

Examples:

Johnson, M. L.; Parsons, C. M., 1997...

appears unrelated to water quality.

.Additionally, some citations do not match text. Need full audit.
	

	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
	The manuscript is quite clear ut need improvement 
	



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 of the article is suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO, the abstract should follow the aforementioned format 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The manuscript requires major scientific revision. The methodology is inadequately described, particularly sample collection, digestion procedures, instrument specifications, and quality assurance/quality control measures. Sediment concentrations are compared with inappropriate permissible limits that appear to be water quality standards rather than sediment quality guidelines. Some contamination factor interpretations are incorrect, and several statements in the introduction contain factual inaccuracies. Additional statistical details and clearer justification of contamination sources are also required.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. Although several recent references (2021–2026) have been included, numerous references are outdated, incomplete, incorrectly formatted, or unrelated to the subject matter. The reference list should be carefully revised to remove corrupted citations, ensure consistency, and include more recent literature on heavy metal contamination, sediment pollution assessment, and environmental risk evaluation.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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