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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 could be important for the scientific community as well as policy/decision makers to review strategies and to plan for interventions that can lead to improving the water quality, soil conditions and proper application of nutrients to boost production of quality crops. This can also lead to decision to blending of surface and ground water to improve the quality of water for drinking, irrigation and industrial use. This could also be of benefit to the farmers in the generation of adequate finance/profits and industries in the installation of equipment that will minimise their decay resulting from corrosion.

	





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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory

	

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

	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
	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory (There are two references considered outdated of 1944 and 1954)
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Need 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
	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
	Not Applicable
	

	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
	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
	Good (There is a total of 45 references)
	

	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
	Needs improvement 
	





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.
	The title appears not to be short but its catchy though I am not comfortable with the inclusion of the word “Integrated”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Some efforts have been made to come up with the Abstract that can help readers understand the purpose of the experiment/work/study. The emphasis appears to be on groundwater and not balancing the two water resources. 

The objective/aim of study has not been presented clearly for easy understanding including specific objectives.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	I would say yes as the document has data that has been analysed though I do have a concern on the sample size, 57 water samples. Not sure if this representative enough for the area that appears to be big. This concern extends to the sample size of the surface water resource.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient though two of the 45 are outdated (1944 and 1954). In addition, 5 of the total do not appear to be in the document thus numbers 24, 26, 27 35 and 40 in my edited document.
	

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

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

	
Not to my knowledge after going through the document with an aim to understanding it.
	





PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
All the abbreviations/acronyms/symbols should be written in full followed by the abbreviations/acronyms themselves when they appear in the document for the first time, thereafter, the abbreviations/acronyms/symbols can be used.

Consider introducing all the Tables and Figures in the document and they should be inserted closer to where their explanation has made. In addition, the Figures appears to be many and some efforts should be made to minimise them if possible.

The conclusion part needs to be reviewed and it should be consistent with what was supposed to be provided for in the whole document. I feel the issues related to the work have not been spelt out clearly from the word go. This could be in line of providing the aim, main objective and specific objectives. This was an opportunity for the Author to justify the study/work/experiment, therefore, the idea was supposed to be clearly re-stated and supported according to the findings of the review as well as the recommendations for future work/study/experiment. Something could also be said if the results generated could lead to any problem(s) when applied to a larger scale.

Need for consistency throughout the document when presenting issues as per the title of the study and the objectives/aims though not clearly spelled out.

There are both short sentences that appear not to connect well to mean something as well as long ones that are difficult to understand the messages being put across.  

Proofreading of the whole document to correct the grammar, check facts, typos, tenses etc including rephrasing/reconstruction need to be enhanced throughout the document. 

I have made a number of comments to almost all the sections of the manuscript. As such and basing on the extent of my comments, I feel the manuscript could be under the major revision range. All in all, the manuscript needs to be repaired basing on the deficiencies, some of which have been mentioned in this document and the other one attached in track changes. 

It is a good study that can help both the government and community in water quality management as well as soil preparation and its improvement using Integrated Nutrient Management as well as in the changing policy/strategy direction to ensure production of quality crops for the benefit of the farmers and the country, protection of the environment in terms of pollution and improving people’s health in the provision of safe drinking water. 

However, there is a need to provide more details to the study/work/experiment and this should include well spelled out problems/challenges as well as the proposed way forward based on the experience generated from the study/work/experiment and other studies done in the region and beyond as evidenced by the references included.
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