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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 importance of this topic lies in the fact that dioxins and furans are highly toxic persistent organic pollutants that can accumulate in sediments and enter organisms and humans through the food chain. Assessing their concentrations and associated risks is therefore essential for environmental monitoring, pollution control, and protection of communities that depend on the river.

	



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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	3 =Satisfactory
1. The abstract does not state the number of sediment samples or sampling locations, which is important for understanding the study design and sample size.
2. It does not report the main numerical values for the health-risk indicators, particularly the Hazard Index (HI) and Total Cancer Risk (TCR).
3. The abstract does not clearly specify the exposure pathways used in the human health risk assessment.
4. It does not clearly indicate that the health-risk assessment was conducted separately for children and adults.
5. The abstract should present more of the key quantitative findings rather than relying mainly on general statements about substantial ecological and human health risks.

	

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

	

	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 = Good
1. The scientific background is relatively brief and does not provide a sufficient review of previous studies on PCDD/F contamination in sediments, particularly recent studies and comparable investigations conducted in rivers or environments affected by petroleum-related activities.
2. The research gap is not explicitly identified, as the authors do not clearly explain what remains insufficiently addressed in previous studies or what specific scientific contribution this study provides.

	

	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
1. Clear and testable research hypotheses were not formulated, although the study involves comparative analysis and quantitative assessment of ecological and human health risks.
2. The objectives are presented within the final paragraph of the introduction rather than in a separate and clearly organized section, which reduces their visibility and clarity.
3. There is no clear distinction between the general objective and specific objectives of the study; presenting them in a more structured and explicit manner would improve clarity.

	

	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
	4 = Good
1. The literature review is limited and does not include a sufficient number of recent studies directly related to PCDD/F contamination in sediments, as the introduction relies on only a few references, some of which are relatively old.
2. There is a lack of recent comparative studies from rivers and petroleum- or industrially impacted environments similar to the study area, which is important for supporting the interpretation of the results and placing them within a stronger scientific context.

	

	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
1. The sampling methodology does not specify the sediment sampling depth, number of replicates, or whether the samples were individual or composite, which limits the ability to assess how representative the samples are of the study area.
2. The scientific basis for selecting the sampling locations and their spatial distribution is not sufficiently explained; it is only stated that the sampling points were located between 100 m and 1 km from the tank farms.
3. There is no clear section describing the statistical analysis used, although the results report significant differences at p < 0.05. Therefore, the statistical test applied and the assumptions underlying the analysis cannot be determined.

	

	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 = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The presentation of the results relies heavily on long and highly crowded numerical tables, particularly the TEQ table, which includes values for 17 congeners across 20 sampling sites, making it difficult to identify patterns and compare results among locations.
	

	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


	3 = Satisfactory
1. Some tables, particularly the risk assessment tables, contain a large number of values without sufficient summarization or visual emphasis on the main patterns and important findings, which reduces their clarity and ease of interpretation.
2. The manuscript needs additional clear figures and graphical presentations to make the results easier to read and interpret, rather than relying mainly on tables.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
1. The relationship between the study findings and the existing literature is very limited; comparisons with previous studies are mainly concentrated on PCDD/F concentrations, while the remaining results are not sufficiently compared with relevant published studies.
2. The findings related to non-carcinogenic and carcinogenic health risks are not sufficiently discussed in the context of previous studies that conducted similar risk assessments, which limits the comparative interpretation of the magnitude of the risks.
3. The discussion focuses largely on presenting and directly interpreting the numerical results, rather than analyzing the reasons for agreement or disagreement with previous studies and explaining the environmental or methodological factors that may account for these differences.

	

	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: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
There is no clear section or explicit discussion of the study limitations in the manuscript.

	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
1. Some references are relatively old, such as Rose and McKay (1996), and they should be supported by a greater number of recent studies that are more closely related to the study topic and environmental setting.
2. Some sources are cited in the main text and tables but are completely missing from the final reference list, such as USEPA (2004), Iwegbue et al. (2014), and CalEPA (1986/2002).
3. Some references are included in the reference list but are not cited anywhere in the main text, such as California OEHHA (2009) and Van den Berg et al. (2006).
4. There are inconsistencies and discrepancies in publication years between the main text and the reference list. For example, CCME (2010) is cited in the text and abstract, whereas the reference list gives the year as CCME (2001).

	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	




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.

	No
1. The abstract does not state the number of sediment samples or sampling locations, which is important for understanding the study design and sample size.
2. It does not report the main numerical values for the health-risk indicators, particularly the Hazard Index (HI) and Total Cancer Risk (TCR).
3. The abstract does not clearly specify the exposure pathways used in the human health risk assessment.
4. It does not clearly indicate that the health-risk assessment was conducted separately for children and adults.
5. The abstract should present more of the key quantitative findings rather than relying mainly on general statements about substantial ecological and human health risks.

	

	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.

	No
1. Some references are relatively old, such as Rose and McKay (1996), and they should be supported by a greater number of recent studies that are more closely related to the study topic and environmental setting.
2. Some sources are cited in the main text and tables but are completely missing from the final reference list, such as USEPA (2004), Iwegbue et al. (2014), and CalEPA (1986/2002).
3. Some references are included in the reference list but are not cited anywhere in the main text, such as California OEHHA (2009) and Van den Berg et al. (2006).
4. There are inconsistencies and discrepancies in publication years between the main text and the reference list. For example, CCME (2010) is cited in the text and abstract, whereas the reference list gives the year as CCME (2001).

	

	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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