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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.


	The article addresses an important issue regarding the provision of safe drinking water in urban areas of sub-Saharan Africa. Understanding household and consumer perceptions of alternative water sources is essential for improving water management and public health outcomes, in conjunction with water quality assessment. The study provides valuable baseline information for local authorities, policymakers, and water sector stakeholders, as the findings suggest that alternative water sources pose significant risks unless treated. However, the study has many areas that need further revision.
This manuscript can be classified as a primary research paper because it uses primary data, i.e., primary research data based on survey data, combined with physicochemical and microbiological water quality analysis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is somewhat appropriate but does not reflect the main focus of the study. Because, although it clearly indicates that both water quality assessment and consumer awareness was implemented, the title needs to be improved.

Alternatively, here is a brief summary title: 

1. Consumer Perception of Alternative Drinking Water Supply Sources (AWS) at the household level, in Dschang Urban Municipality, Cameroon or you can use simply;
2.  Assesse the Perception of Traditional Spring Water Sources (AWS) at the household level, in the case of  Dschang Urban Municipality, Cameroon
	

	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 seems not clear, especially since the results of the study, except for the pH, were not mention other parameters in the abstract is a bit messy abstract. Therefore, the manuscript should include the objectives, clear methods, and all findings. It should also be improved by describing the location, time, sampling, effects, and sampling strategy, and by highlighting the main conclusions of the study. Finally, I would also recommend that major language improvements be made to improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is somewhat scientifically accurate, but many things are missing. It needs to be revised because it does not clearly explain the methods used and the sampling methods used. That is, it should emphasize that the methods used in the study are appropriate for the stated purposes, and that the combination of questionnaire surveys and water quality analysis should be properly analysed. In particular, the methods section seems a bit far-fetched from a scientific perspective, as it fails to provide clear explanations about sampling procedures and statistical analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript, although relevant to the topic, are not sufficient to support the discussion. In addition, most of the references are old (1997, 1990, etc.) and do not appear to be scientific references. Therefore, I recommend that the authors use articles written in the last 5-8 years to strengthen the scientific relevance of the manuscripts.
	

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


	Although the manuscript is understandable, it has numerous sentence structure issues, grammatical errors, and repetitions. Therefore, the English language and sentence flow should be carefully considered to improve scholarly presentation and strengthen reading skills.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript is not good in its current state, but it has the potential to be good with serious revisions. This is because this study addresses environmental issues, consumer perceptions, and public health issues. In particular, the review should be considered in depth to improve its clarity, structure, and presentation. In particular, the results and discussion should be well-revised and clarified. especially, the discussion section should also be strengthened or rewritten to highlight the practical implications of the findings and to compare them with previous studies.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical concerns were identified or addressed in these manuscripts. But, the authors should clarify whether informed consent was obtained or whether public health data were collected.
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