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	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 an important and policy-relevant issue at the intersection of gender, water security, and environmental sustainability in the Niger Delta region of Nigeria. By focusing on Bayelsa State, the study contributes context-specific empirical evidence to ongoing discussions about the gendered burden of water collection in sub-Saharan Africa. The integration of socio-economic impacts with statistical analysis strengthens its relevance for scholars, planners, and policymakers working in water resource management and gender studies. The findings are particularly valuable because they highlight local variability, challenging generalized assumptions about uniformly feminized water collection practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the core themes of the study. However, it can slightly be refined to improve clarity while retaining its scope. It can be: “Gender Dynamics and Socio-Economic Implications of Household Water Collection in Bayelsa State, Nigeria.” This alternative retains the focus but improves precision and readability.
	

	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 generally clear and well written. It explains the aim of the study, the methods used, and the key findings in a structured manner. However, one issue needs clarification. The study mentions 400 respondents, yet the Chi-square analysis was conducted using 157 cases. This difference should be briefly explained in the abstract to avoid confusion for readers.

Providing a short clarification about how the analytical sample was derived will improve transparency and strengthen the overall clarity of the summary.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound in design and analysis. The sampling procedure, reliability testing, and statistical methods are appropriate for the research objectives. The use of Chi-Square tests to assess association between gender and water collection responsibility is methodologically justified. However, some clarification is needed regarding the reduction from 395 valid questionnaires to 157 cases in the cross-tabulation and Chi-square analysis. The manuscript should clearly explain the criteria used for selecting these 157 cases. Furthermore, while the p-value of 0.061 is correctly reported as not statistically significant, the discussion occasionally leans toward suggesting significance; this should be interpreted more conservatively to avoid overstating the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and demonstrates familiarity with both global and Nigerian literature on gender and water insecurity. However, some citations are older than 2016. To strengthen the manuscript’s currency, the authors are encouraged to replace or supplement some earlier references with more recent studies published between 2016 and 2025, especially in the areas of gendered water insecurity, climate resilience, and WASH governance in sub-Saharan Africa. Updating some policy citations and incorporating recent regional empirical studies would enhance the scholarly positioning of the paper.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and understandable English, and the arguments are logically presented. There are minor grammatical issues, as well as some long sentences that could be refined for improved clarity. A language edit would enhance readability, but the overall meaning and academic quality are not affected.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is well organized and provides useful data on gender and water collection in Bayelsa State. The findings are valuable and relevant to current discussions on water access and gender roles. However, the discussion section should more clearly explain the difference between what is commonly observed in practice and what is statistically proven by the analysis. This will help readers better understand the results.

The authors should also briefly discuss the limitations of the study. For example, the data were based on self-reported responses, which may sometimes include personal bias. In addition, the study focused only on LGA headquarters and did not include more remote or other rural settlements, which may experience different conditions. Adding a short section on limitations will improve transparency and strengthen the paper.

Furthermore, the authors are encouraged to clearly state how this study contributes to existing knowledge. They should explain what new understanding this research adds to previous studies on gender and water collection, especially in the Niger Delta context. This will help highlight the originality and importance of the work.

It would also be helpful to include suggestions for future research. For instance, future studies could examine more rural communities, or explore long-term policy impacts. Adding this will show how the research can guide further academic work.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Kingsford Kobina Annan, Southern University and A&M College, United States of America

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

