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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 study is important because it shows how seasonal changes affect the safety of borehole water in Delta State, Nigeria.

 It found dangerous lead levels during the rainy season and harmful bacteria like Escherichia coli during both seasons, proving the water is unsafe without treatment. The results help scientists and government officials understand where and when water pollution is worst, so they can take action. This research is a warning for communities using borehole water and a guide for making it cleaner and safer to drink.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Not completely.

Suggestion for Restructuring of Topic: Effect of Wet and Dry Seasons on the Physicochemical and Bacteriological Quality of Borehole Water in Three Senatorial Districts of Delta State

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	1. Sentence replacement for Line 1 to 3: “This study aimed to assess the physicochemical properties and microbial quality of borehole water from five communities (Abraka, Obiaruku, Warri, Eku, and Kwale) across three senatorial districts of Delta State, Nigeria, during the wet and dry seasons”.
2. Line 4, were samples collected from the boreholes or wells? Suggestion for sentence restructure to avoid misinterpretation: “Twenty (20) water samples were collected aseptically (10 per season) and analyzed using standard methods (APHA for physicochemical parameters and microbiological techniques for bacterial isolation).”
3. Line 6 Poor sentence structure.

 Suggestion: “Results revealed the presence of two Gram-positive and three Gram-negative bacterial species across all communities and seasons”. List the bacteria identified rather than saying two gram positive and three gram negative, it projects the work in not so good light, it makes it look not done correctly.
4. Line 8: delete “in raining season”, the beginning part of the sentence already mentioned wet season.
5. Line 7 and 10: The study showed, or this study showed and not study. be specific, which study?
6. Line 10 to 12 poor sentence structure. Suggestion to rephrase to “Seasonal variations significantly influenced physicochemical parameters, but bacteriological quality remained consistently poor, with Escherichia coli detected in both seasons particularly in the Central and North Senatorial Districts.
7. Line 11: Escherichia coli should be italicized 

8. Line 13: The study or this study recommends that borehole water undergoes water treatment before consumption. 
9. Keywords: Borehole water, bacteriological assessment, physicochemical analysis, senatorial districts, Delta State, seasonal variation.
10. Please check spelling, the word is Senatorial and not senotarial.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction
1. Line 1: delete mostly, add activities after recreational. 

2. Line 4 and 5: rephrase the sentence, delete comatose. TRY "In Nigeria, public water supply systems are largely nonfunctional in most towns and villages, affecting millions of households."
3. Line 5 to 7, rephrase the sentence into a more academic tone. TRY “This has forced households and institutions to rely on boreholes as their primary water source"
4. Line 8: Replace human-induced with anthropogenic activities. 
5. Line 18 to 20. Rephrase sentence, if the borehole water in some areas exhibited acidic pH levels, the sentence is supposed to be below WHO recommended range and not exceeding.
6. Line 22 to 25: provide reference.
7. Line 26 to 29: provide reference.
8. Line 33 to 35: provide reference.
9. Line 43 to 45: provide reference.

Materials and Methods

1. Check spelling, correct spelling is Physicochemical.
2. Line 1: check spelling “govenments”, the correct spelling is Governments. 
3. Line 2: districts
4. Line 2: rephrase sentence; water samples from boreholes is more appropriate.
5. Line 5: The taps which are connected to tanks, were allowed to run for five minutes before sample collection. 
6. Line 7: Samples were collected during wet and dry seasons.
7. Line 9: if temperature was determined after samples were transported in ice packs to the laboratory. it means the result would be influenced by the ice packs. rephrase sentence, temperature is supposed to be done onsite in that, at the time of sample collection.
8. Replace Determination of microbial load  with Microbiological Analysis.
9. Replace 16oC with 160oC.
10. Replace 1.5psi. with 15 psi
11. Its ten-fold serial dilution not nine-fold
12. Its 37oC for 24hrs NOT 370c for 24h
13. For MPN which broth was used, MacConkey or Lactose? please be consistent in writing.

14. Incubating temperature for fecal coliform is 44.5°C NOT 37˚C.
15.  MPN was determined, HOW? The statement is incomplete MPN was determined using MPN Table. 

16. Morphologically distinct NOT morphological distinct
Results 

1. Senatorial Districts NOT senotorl dietrict
2. Rewrite line 1 to 8. check spellings, provide standard unit, be consistent e.g. It is wet and dry season not raining and dry. Too many inconsistencies; if you say a certain value was higher during dry season provide the value for wet season it helps the reader compare and understand easily. comma is not the same as decimal please crosscheck. Lastly, compare and group related parameters don’t just list them randomly.

3.   Line 13, the water samples does not contain MPN, MPN is a technique used to determine or check for coliform. rewrite line 13 to 15.

4. Table 1: some values have 2 decimal places, others have 1 or none. standardize to 2 decimal places for uniformity.

5.   The WHO Standard column should be moved to the top before your results for easy understanding of any reader. Also, some parameters are missing WHO standard, provide them.

6. 27.5.00 (Delta South, Code 8) ?

7. E.C µs/cm Should be EC (µS/cm)
8. 0,01 (Delta South, Code 9 for Iron)?

9. Check Table 2 and ensure that the signs are correctly positioned. Don’t use + in place of – 
10.  Add keys to Table 2 e.g. + = Positive, - = Negative, ND = Not Determined.

11. Table 3: check spelling (Escherichia coli) NOT Escherichia oli.

12. Be consistent either use sp or spp.
13. Klebsiella pneumonia - Incorrect species name (Klebsiella pneumoniae)
14. Italicize all scientific names (e.g., Klebsiella pneumoniae)
15. Klebsiella pneumonia, Pseudomonas aeruginosa" - Missing space after comma
16. Table 3, provide a key that shows which locations the S/No belong to.
17. Table 4; 5-3-2 is 140 60 600 NOT 5-3- 2 109 31
254
18. 5-5-0 is 350 130 1400 NOT 240
18 754
19. 2-2-0 is 7 2 23 NOT 9 2
21
20. 4-2-0 is 16 7 63 NOT 22 7 67
21. 3-2-0 is 11 4 42 NOT 14 24 34
22. The above MPN corrections was done using US EPA. (2015). Appendix F: MPN Tables. Microbial Source Tracking Guide. Retrieved from EPA Link and APHA. (2017). Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater (23rd ed.). Method 9221B. 
23. Please, where did you get you MPN Table? Check and correct where applicable.
24. Provide similar keys as seen in Table4b for Table 4a

Discussion
1.  Senatorial districts  - Incorrect spelling ("Senotorial districts ")

2. Hardness – Incorrect spelling (hardnes)
3. Bore hole - Should be "borehole" (one word)
4. etal." - Incorrect formatting ("et al.," with space and period).

5. Onuorah et al./ 2019" - Slash is incorrect ("Onuorah et al., 2019").

6. Line 14: delete one over
7. Kortasi et al., 2009" - Check spelling of author name ("Kortatsi")
8. Line 4: Results showed
9. Line 2: Delete Though
10. Line 7: The pH values obtained in the wet season were not within
11. Line 14: Temperature ranged from 27–28°C, conforming with WHO standard of 25-40oC
12. Line 16: Anambra and do? Please, what does do mean, is it a State? 
13. SS is undefined (define as Suspended Solids)
14.  Line 6 to 9: WHO pH range is 6.5–8.5; specify how much lower (e.g., pH 4.5–6.5) 
15. Line 10 to 11: The reason for lower pH in both dry and wet could be soil chemistry? Please, delete except you have prove to back it up. 

16. Line 15:  Replace No much variation with Minimal variation.

17. Contradictory statements: Claims "all parameters were within WHO limits" but later lists exceptions (BOD, SS, Pb). States "no notable variation in temperature" but doesn’t explain why this matters. Contrasts findings with Onuorah et al., (2019) but doesn’t specify their reported pH ranges. 
18.  80% of stations - Specify total number of stations (e.g., 10 stations total, 8 below pH 6.5).

19.  Line 19 to 20: Please, rewrite. N/B it is always important to spell words in full first before using abbreviations. 
20.  Line 20: “In both locations as in dry season”. Incomplete sentence.
21. Line 21: Add values were below. It is 6.5–14 mg/L NOT 65-14mg/l.
22. Line 22: delete only.
23. Units & Standards: 65-14mg/l for DO - WHO standard is >5 mg/L (verify your range).

Turbidity is greater than as stated in WHO standards - WHO turbidity standard is <5 NTU (specify your values). SS, are well over the WHO standard" - WHO has no SS standard (only turbidity).
24. Contradictions: Claims "cadmium and iron were within WHO limits" but later states "heavy metals were more than the approved standard". Resolve contradictions (e.g., cadmium/iron vs. heavy metals exceeding limits).
25. Ambiguous References: This study does not align with previous study concerning cadmium and iron" - Specify how they differ (e.g., higher/lower concentrations).

26. DO Section: Unclear if "two locations in dry season" refers to Delta Central (DC) and Delta North (DN).

27.  Overall correct spelling/grammar.
28. which communities or district does location 6,8,9,10 represent.
29.  Line 33 to 34: State the MPN results that correlates with other researches.
Conclusion

1.  Line 2: Delete were
2. repot" - Incorrect spelling ("report")

3. Line 3: that NOT hat
4. who should always be in Capital WHO (World Health Organization).
5. Further purification - Suggest specific methods (e.g., chlorination, filtration).
6. Overgeneralization: "Borehole water within communities" - Specify if all/some boreholes were contaminated.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Please, provide complete reference citation for Igheneghn and lemikenra 2021 and Kappana, et al., 2011

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	NO. The language/English quality of the article requires significant improvement to meet scholarly communication standards. 
Terminology and Precision (vague language)

Contradictions between sections (e.g., heavy metal limits vs. results).

Lack of transitions, making the argument hard to follow.

Formatting and Mechanics: Inconsistent abbreviations (e.g., "who" vs. "WHO").

Missing italics (e.g., Escherichia coli).

	

	Optional/General comments


	The article contains spelling/grammar errors (e.g., 'senotarial,' 'were were'), inconsistent data reporting (contradictions in lead/cadmium levels), vague claims (unspecified E. coli prevalence), and lacks quantitative support for recommendations—all requiring alignment with results and WHO standards.
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	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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