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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 paper really matters to scientists because it’s one of the first to compare how well Gaussian Plume and Gaussian Puff models work for multiple factories in the West African savannah. They didn’t just rely on theory—they gathered real measurements of gases and particles throughout different seasons, then analyzed everything carefully. This kind of work helps fill a big gap in our understanding of air quality in sub-Saharan Africa, especially since local data and validated models are pretty scarce there.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title works well because it straightforwardly shows what the paper is about comparing different dispersion models for both particle and gas pollutants coming from various industrial sources in city areas. It highlights the main methods used (multi-model analysis), the pollutants involved, and the urban setting, which are all key points for anyone interested in air quality and environmental issues.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is pretty thorough and well-organized. It lays out the main goal of the study, where it was done, what pollutants were looked at, the methods used, where the data came from, how they measured success, the main results, and what it might mean for regulations. Overall, it gives a good snapshot of the project.  That said, a few small tweaks could make it even better: 
The study was conducted during the wet and dry seasons of 2022 to capture seasonal variations. A total of 15 sampling sites were included, covering various source types such as six industrial point sources cement plants, rice mills, brick kilns, and a biotechnology facility—along with other local emission sources. This research represents the first systematic head-to-head validation of emission estimates in the West African savannah, offering new insights beyond previous studies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is solid from a scientific standpoint and the methods used are appropriate. It builds on well-known atmospheric dispersion theories and uses standard Gaussian plume and puff models. The emission estimates, meteorological data, and statistical tools employed are all widely accepted in the field. The way they collected field measurements, validated the model, and interpreted the results aligns with common practices in air quality modeling and environmental studies.
The conclusions made feel solid and backed up by the data and analysis. They’ve also done a good job pointing out the limitations of each model, just like other studies have shown. Overall, the way they handled the data, the scientific approach, and how they interpreted everything all seem thorough and carefully done. It makes the paper a trustworthy and valuable addition to research on atmospheric science and air quality regulation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Looking over the references, they seem pretty solid overall. They cover the main foundational work on Gaussian dispersion models, some key studies on industrial emissions, and regional air quality assessments. That said, it’s a good idea to double-check that you’ve included the latest research from the past three to five years. With how quickly modelling methods and their applications are evolving, staying up-to-date will really strengthen your manuscript.
	

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


	Yes, the language and overall quality of the manuscript are good for an academic setting. The writing is clear and professional, fitting for an international scientific audience. The technical terms are used correctly and consistently throughout the paper. A few small language tweaks could make the text clearer and more polished. Specifically, a gentle copy-edit is recommended to:

- Fix occasional grammatical issues, like subject-verb agreement and article use.  

- Make long or complicated sentences easier to follow.  

- Keep tense, abbreviations, and symbols (such as model names and units) consistent throughout.  

- Tighten up certain phrases so they sound more natural and concise in academic English.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript tackles a really important and timely issue, especially for areas where industry is growing quickly but reliable local air quality tools are still hard to find. The study is thoughtfully put together, with a solid methodology and lots of real-world measurements backed up by strong statistical analysis. Comparing the Gaussian Plume and Puff models in actual industrial settings offers a valuable contribution to practical atmospheric research. The results are clearly laid out, and the conclusions follow naturally from the data. The discussion does a good job of connecting the local findings to the bigger picture in the scientific community and points out practical ways to improve air quality and protect public health. With just a bit of polishing in the language and a slight tightening of the abstract and recommendations, the paper is ready for publication. It will be a helpful resource for researchers, regulators, and policymakers involved in air quality issues.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no clear ethical concerns with this manuscript. Since it doesn't involve people, animals, clinical data, or any personal or sensitive information, there's no need for ethical approval or consent. The methods and data are straightforward and follow common practices in the field of modeling.
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