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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.
	The importance of the study is demonstrated through understanding how changes in land cover and climate affect water resources, as a case study of the transboundary Mara River basin, a vital ecosystem that supports global reserves such as the Mara-Serengeti.
	














































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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	N/A = 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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	






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.
	No, Failure to specify the type of data used, lack of discussion of the methodology and working methods, inaccurate presentation of results, and use of scientifically exaggerated language. The abstract states that rainfall explains 93% of the variance in river flow, while the following line states that the correlation coefficient is (0.939). Statistically, if the correlation is 0.939, then the explanation percentage (R²) should be around 88%, not 93% or 100%.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, There is a fundamental inconsistency in the methodology and results, and scientific errors in the statistical analysis process.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, There are many old sources dating back 10 years or more.
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


1. The researcher made a methodological error by claiming the model achieved perfect match (R² = 1.000). In environmental modeling, this number is practically impossible.
2. The researcher conducted a regression for the variable (Water Yield) against the components it originally consists of (surface runoff, groundwater, infiltration). Since "Water Yield" is the sum of these elements in the SWAT model, the result will always be 1, which does not add any real scientific value.
3. The researcher stated in the introduction that "climate modeling was not used because it was outside the scope of the study," but then stated in the main research objective field that it was "to create a simulation of river flow under different climatic scenarios." This constitutes a contradiction in the scope of the study and causes confusion for the reader regarding the methodology employed by the researcher.
4. The figures and results presented are not scientifically accurate, as there is inconsistency in the correlation values. The summary states that the correlation value for rainfall is (r = 0.939), while it appears in the correlation matrix (Table 3) at (0.830), and in the scatter plot (R² = 0.689). A weakness in the inference for forest cover was also observed.
5. The introduction is too long and needs to remove some repetitive sentences that do not add any additional scientific value to the research.
6. The statistical analysis was neither sufficient nor accurate and Multiple regression should be conducted using only external factors (rainfall, temperature, and land use ratios) as independent variables, and excluding hydrological variables (surface runoff, lateral flow).
7. To enhance the scientific integrity of the research, the researcher should add a paragraph at the end of the discussion section that reviews the technical challenges and missing data, as the research did not clarify the limitations that may affect the accuracy of the results.


	



[bookmark: _Hlk225946856]PART  3: 
	  

	
	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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