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	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 research paper makes a very important contribution in the area of flood effects in urban and peri-urban areas, particularly in the context of the town of Dschang in Cameroon. It is a multidisciplinary research  as it focuses on the socio-economic as well as the biological aspects of the effects of floods. The research paper has practical information about the effects of floods on the quality of the water after the floods and the potential risks of the waters becoming microbially contaminated. The research paper makes a very important contribution in the area of flood effects.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive but quite long and reads like an abstract sentence rather than a concise title.

Suggested Alternative Title:

“Impacts of Flooding on Socio-Economic Activities and Groundwater Quality in Dschang, Cameroon”  
or you can shorten it with important information

	

	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 provides aims, methodology, results, and conclusions clearly. It includes specific numerical findings and mentions both socio-economic and water quality aspects.

Please mention the timeframe of the flood events for context and also briefly highlight the significance of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 The manuscript is  scientifically sound. 
Methods, data collection, and analysis are well-detailed.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient to provide background 
Additional recent references (2021–2025) on flood management, climate change adaptation, or waterborne diseases could strengthen the discussion. Examples:


	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript provides a valuable, data-driven contribution to understanding flood impacts in Cameroon..

· The Abstract and conclusion could be more concise and emphasize key findings and recommendations.

· Figures could be enhanced with clear legends and consistent formatting for easier interpretation.

· Some sentences  in the introduction  and discussion part are long and could be split for readability

· Consider explicitly stating the research questions or hypotheses at the end of the introduction
· Table 1 header: “Sample seize (households)” → “Sample size (households)”.

· Some minor grammar corrections: “The instrument was given to colleagues and lecturers for critiquing” → “The instrument was reviewed by colleagues and lecturers for critique.”

· Include the rationale for selecting 150 households explicitly (e.g., statistical considerations).

·  Consider describing the timing of water sampling relative to flood events (days/weeks after) for clarity.

·  Clarify how descriptive statistics were applied (e.g., frequency, percentages, graphs)

· Some figures and tables need consistent formatting:

· “Fig.2” → “Fig. 2” (space after “Fig.”).

· Percentages in text vs. tables should be consistent (e.g., 38.0% vs. 38%).

·  Water quality results: consider discussing which wells/boreholes exceeded WHO standards in the text for emphasis.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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