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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 manuscript contributes to the literature on domestic water security in Ghana by providing descriptive evidence on household drinking water sources using the 2023 AHIES dataset. Access to clean drinking water is a major policy and human rights concern in sub-Saharan Africa, so empirical documentation of changing household behaviors and reliance on sachet water is valuable. The study’s relevance lies in its potential to inform water policy, infrastructure investment, and environmental management strategies in Ghana.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and accurately reflects the paper’s content. It could be slightly improved for readability and precision:
Suggested revision: “Empirical analysis of Ghanaian households’ sources of domestic drinking water.”


	

	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.


	The abstract gives a clear overview of the study’s purpose, data, and key findings. However, it is dense and could be more concise. The methodology is mentioned but not clearly linked to the findings. I recommend:

· Briefly stating why the correlations matter (policy or behavioral insight).

· Reducing redundancy in sentences about the top sources.

· Clarifying the policy implication in one clear sentence at the end.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely descriptive and statistically sound for its stated purpose. However:

· The empirical model section is unnecessarily complex for a descriptive correlation study. The mathematical expression adds little value without interpretation.

· The results are well organized, but there’s repetition of numbers already shown in tables.

· The discussion could engage more with policy frameworks or comparative regional data to deepen interpretation.

· Limitations should be expanded beyond recall bias to include lack of causal inference and potential sampling biases.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, relevant, and recent. Many citations from 2020–2024 show good currency. However, there is minor formatting inconsistency (spacing, duplicated author names in a few entries like Abraham et al. al.). The authors might also include recent Ghana Water Company reports or WHO Ghana country updates for additional policy context.
	

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


	The paper is understandable but needs editing for clarity and conciseness. Common issues include:

· Repetition of phrases (“as of 2023,” “ceteris paribus” used excessively).

· Occasional grammatical slips and awkward phrasing.

· Overly long sentences that obscure key points.

A careful English language review or light copyedit would improve readability and flow.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study fills a data gap but lacks analytical depth. The descriptive approach is valid, yet it could be strengthened by:

· Linking results to socioeconomic or geographic predictors (urban vs rural, income levels).

· Discussing implications for sustainability and waste from sachet water.

· Clarifying why Spearman correlation was chosen beyond the presence of ties, and what the negative correlations imply.

Despite these issues, the dataset and topic are important, and the findings are useful for policymakers.
The manuscript is original, relevant, and based on solid national data. It needs moderate language improvement and clearer presentation of analytical logic but is otherwise sound and suitable for publication after minor revision.
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