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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 groundwater quality assessment using the Water Quality Index (WQI), which is an important and widely applied tool in environmental monitoring and water resource management. The study is particularly relevant for developing regions such as southwestern Chad, where groundwater is a primary source of drinking water and systematic monitoring is limited. The use of physicochemical parameters and comparison with WHO standards provides useful baseline data for policymakers and local authorities. Although the methodological approach is not novel, the study contributes region-specific data that can support sustainable water management and future research.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the study.
Rate: 5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rate: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rate: 5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rate: 5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	There are more scopes to improve.
Rate: 3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rate: 4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not applicable 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rate: 5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not that much. More appropriate tables and figures are needed.
Rate: 3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion relates findings to existing literature.
Rate: 5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rate: 4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rate: 4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The references are adequate but not sufficiently recent.
Issues:
· Heavy reliance on older literature.

· Limited use of recent studies (last 5 years).
Suggestions:
· Include recent (2018–2024) studies on groundwater quality and WQI.

· Add updated WHO guidelines or recent environmental monitoring studies.
Rate: 4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rate: 4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the study. However, it can be slightly refined for clarity and conciseness.
Suggested alternative (optional):
Assessment of Groundwater Quality Using Water Quality Index (WQI) in Fianga, Southwestern Chad
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is adequate.
Strengths:
· Clearly states objective, study area, and methodology.

· Summarizes key findings (WQI classification and nitrate exceedance).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in principle.
· The use of WQI and physicochemical parameters is appropriate.

· Methodology aligns with standard groundwater assessment practices.

· Results are logically interpreted and compared with WHO standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are adequate but not sufficiently recent.
Issues:
· Heavy reliance on older literature.

· Limited use of recent studies (last 5 years).
Suggestions:
· Include recent (2018–2024) studies on groundwater quality and WQI.

· Add updated WHO guidelines or recent environmental monitoring studies.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	no
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
· Tables and figures should be improved for clarity and consistency.

· Units (e.g., mg/L) should be standardized.

The discussion section should better connect results with broader environmental implications.

The manuscript is technically sound but requires substantial revision to meet publication standards. The study is useful from a regional perspective and aligns with the journal’s policy of accepting scientifically sound work regardless of novelty. However, improvements in language, references, data presentation, and analytical depth are necessary before acceptance.
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