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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 research investigates the hydro-climatic dynamics of the transboundary Mara River basin. The study utilizes robust multivariate models to quantify hydrological sensitivity. It identifies precipitation as the primary driver of river flow variability. The analysis integrates historical land cover data with long-term climatic variables. This work addresses a critical gap in regional hydrological monitoring. The findings provide empirical evidence for transboundary water resource management. The manuscript offers a framework for assessing anthropogenic impacts on ecosystem integrity. These results support the formulation of adaptive strategies for climate resilience.
	














































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
	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
	5
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	






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.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.
It defines the geographical and ecological context of the study. The text identifies the specific research gap in the Mara Basin. It details the use of Multiple Correlation and Regression Models. The results provide precise quantitative data and statistical significance levels. The final sentences offer clear implications for water resource management. This summary captures the full scope of the scientific investigation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The manuscript maintains high scientific correctness through the application of rigorous multivariate statistical frameworks. The author uses multiple correlation and Regression Models to isolate the specific impacts of climatic and anthropogenic variables on river flow volumes. This methodology enables precise quantification of hydrological sensitivity in the transboundary Mara Basin. The study achieves a high coefficient of determination, which validates the mathematical relationship between the predictors and the dependent water yield. Furthermore, the analysis of p-values ensures that the dominance of rainfall over temperature and forest cover is statistically significant. The research design follows established principles of environmental engineering by integrating long-term historical data with modern computational analysis.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially yes.
Suggestions to add:

01. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2023.129115 
02. https://doi.org/10.54536/ajise.v4i1.4556 
03. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.151125 
04. https://doi.org/10.56557/jogee/2025/v21i39333 
05. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.14467 
06. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2021.100912 
07. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2024.1340137 
08. https://doi.org/10.3390/geosciences14020040 
09. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rineng.2025.104956 
10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2024.121372 
11. https://doi.org/10.3390/rs16224136 
12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2025.102764 
13. https://doi.org/10.3390/land14030626 
14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indic.2025.100661 
15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2026.e44743 
16. https://doi.org/10.3390/land13091443 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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