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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 addresses a critical public health challenge in low- and middle-income countries by examining the relationship between domestic water sources and the prevalence of waterborne diseases in a peri-urban Nigerian community. By integrating household surveys, hospital records, and preliminary water quality analysis, the study provides localized empirical evidence that strengthens the understanding of how unsafe groundwater contributes to disease burden. The findings are particularly valuable for public health practitioners, policymakers, and WASH researchers working toward achieving Sustainable Development Goal 6. Overall, the study contributes context-specific data that can inform targeted water and sanitation interventions in similar settings across sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and descriptive, clearly reflecting the study’s scope, location, and focus.
Suggested minor refinement (optional):
           A Community-Based Assessment of Domestic Water Sources and Waterborne Disease Prevalence in Giri, Federal Capital Territory, Nigeria
(This alternative slightly improves clarity and academic tone.)
	

	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 is largely comprehensive and well structured, covering background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. However, minor improvements are recommended:

· Clarify that the water quality analysis is preliminary and specify the number of water samples analyzed.

· Consider briefly stating the study’s main limitation (e.g., small sample size) for transparency.

· Minor reduction of demographic details (e.g., gender distribution) could improve focus on outcomes.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The study design, methods, and analytical approach are appropriate for the research objectives. The interpretation of results aligns with existing literature on WASH-related disease transmission. However, the small sample size limits generalizability, and this limitation should be emphasized more clearly in both the discussion and conclusion sections.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and mostly recent, with appropriate use of WHO, UNICEF, and peer-reviewed sources. The inclusion of 2024–2025 data strengthens the manuscript’s relevance.
Suggestion: Consider adding at least one recent Nigeria-specific epidemiological study on diarrhoeal disease burden or WASH interventions to further strengthen contextual grounding.
	

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


	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is readable and well organized. Minor grammatical issues, repetition, and occasional awkward phrasing are present and would benefit from professional copy-editing or careful proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables and figures are relevant but could benefit from clearer captions and consistent numbering.

· The discussion could be strengthened by more explicitly linking findings to policy implications at the local government level.

· The results and discussion sections could be more tightly integrated to reduce redundancy.
Recommendation: Minor Revision 

The manuscript is of good quality and makes a meaningful contribution, but minor revisions related to clarity, language, and methodological transparency are recommended before acceptance.
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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 are identified. Ethical approval procedures, informed consent, and confidentiality considerations are appropriately addressed.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interests are declared, and none are apparent from the manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No evidence of plagiarism is suspected based on the content reviewed.
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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