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PART 1: Review Comments
Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments
Minor REVISION comments

Abstract:
-add “in” before “past”
- “which indicates serious adverse effects have been associated with consumption of
this river fishes”.
Rephrase the statement since there is no medical proof to substantiate
this claim, something like serious adverse effects could be linked with the consumption….
- Recheck the tense “and the same value for Pb also surpassed 5.0 for female
indicate that the exposed population are unsafe”
- Rephrase due to grammatical error “Finally, the study results recommended for
thinking before consuming about heavy metal contents in fish species of a highly
polluted river system.”
Introduction
Line 20: ones not “one”
Line 68: “Three were 3 (three) locations viz” rephrase it
Line 70: insert “purchased” after species
Line 79: remove “after”
Line 84: You need to mention the parts that you considered edible and why, the same
applies to the non-edible parts
Figure 5-8: It will be more okay to add corresponding international standard values (FAO)
to each of the figures
Line 301- “was” not were
Line 303- “most important” is not appropriate rather something like “most common”
Line 343- Rephrase this statement “available fish species” it should be something like
“purchased/obtained fish species
Line 346- Rephrase “Finally, present study result concluded that human health risk of
heavy metals due to consumption of available fish species of the Brahmaputra river is
increasing”
Line 350. The Conclusion is weak. You should suggest suitable remediation measures.

Optional/General comments
Quite informative
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