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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 addresses an important water problem of urban and industrial effluent pollution in the rivers of Bangladesh by examining the watershed mapping distribution and literature coverage of the relevant studies. Its systematic mapping method summarized what environmental compartments researchers has paid attention to, including aquatic organisms, agricultural systems, riverside communities, other underexplored issues. The manuscript uses a secondary-city river - Barnoi River as an example to argue that water researcher should focus less on measuring metal pollution in rivers and more on understanding how pollution from industrial or wastewater drains affects local communities, especially in smaller cities. The findings could guide researchers and environmental authorities for the future monitoring and research, providing robust and transparent methodology for water environmental research. 
	



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 paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	4
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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
	3
	




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? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract includes the objectives, study design, adopted methodology, results, and conclusion. It outlines the main content of this review manuscript effectively. However, the interpretation of the risk-of-bias results requires furthermore clarification because the abstract did not clearly indicate that the number of total studies could not be assessed using this checklist. The appraisal categories should be described as completeness rather than established risk of bias unless a validated framework is applied to this study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The overall research topic and mapping approach are appropriate. However, several issues related to methodology and interpretations should be addressed before the scientific conclusions can be withdrawn.

The most important concern is the terminology used in risk-of-bias appraisal. The items assess whether sampling sites, sample numbers, sampling periods, analytical methods, comparisons, statistical analyses and quantitative results are mentioned in titles or abstracts. The presence of these terms/keywords are relevant to reporting completeness, while the absence of the words from an abstract does not necessarily indicate that the underlying study has a high risk of bias. The authors should either rename the measure or justify the interpretation of the risk-of-bias framework for the included studies. 

The numerical presentation needs to be re-expressed clearly. The 56 low, 94 moderate and 39 high ratings sum to 189, rather than 204. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, the reference list is substantial and includes recent research. 
	

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

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

	NO, no ethical issues have been found throughout this manuscript. 
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