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PART 1


	
	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 a critical intersection of environmental degradation (tin mining) and public health (WASH) in a vulnerable Nigerian settlement. It provides empirical data on how mining-induced landscape alterations may exacerbate microbial contamination of domestic water sources, a context that remains underexplored compared to typical rural WASH studies. The findings could inform integrated interventions combining environmental remediation with sanitation improvements in similarly impacted regions. However, the manuscript’s current methodological and analytical shortcomings limit its contribution until these are rigorously addressed.
	














































PART  2

	


	
	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
	•	4/5	The title accurately reflects the study's scope and context. It is specific and informative.
	

	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
	•	3/5   The abstract summarizes key findings but contains minor inaccuracies (e.g., inconsistent numbers). It would benefit from a clearer statement of the primary outcome and a more concise presentation of quantitative results.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	•	4/5	Keywords are relevant and cover the main themes. Minor formatting issues (e.g., "hygiene" capitalization, "Bacteria Contaminants" pluralization) should be corrected.
	

	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
	•	3/5   	The introduction establishes the rationale well but is overly lengthy. Some references are dated, and the link between tin mining and bacteriological (as opposed to chemical) contamination could be more explicitly argued.
	

	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
	•	2/5	The objective is stated, but the phrasing is passive ("is therefore provided"). A clearer, more direct statement of the research aim and the specific hypotheses (if any) would strengthen this section.
	

	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
	•	2/5
While some recent references are included, a significant portion of the literature cited (e.g., Edema et al., 2001; Shittu et al., 2008) is outdated. The review should prioritize and critically engage with literature from the last 5–10 years to contextualize the findings properly.
	

	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
	•	2/5
•		The overall design is appropriate, but critical methodological details are insufficient. The description of bacterial species identification lacks specificity (e.g., no mention of biochemical test panels or reference standards). This undermines confidence in the species-level data presented in Table 6. Additionally, the number of samples per source in Table 6 appears inconsistent with Table 5, suggesting a potential error.
	

	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
	•	3/5
•		Ethical considerations such as informed consent for questionnaire administration are not explicitly mentioned. While likely standard practice, this should be stated for completeness.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	•	3/5
•	The results are largely clear, but there are inconsistencies (e.g., discrepancy in sample numbers between Table 5 and Table 6) and typographical errors (e.g., "conatminats"). The presentation of ANOVA results (P = 0.00) is statistically incorrect; it should read P < 0.001.
	

	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
	•	3/5	Tables are informative but contain errors. Table 6 incorrectly lists all sources as having n=24. Table 5 incorrectly reports P-value as 0.00. These issues must be corrected.
	

	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
	•		2/5 	The discussion repeats results without sufficient critical analysis. 
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	



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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