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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.
	Scientifically the work is relevant considering how pivotal water is to man and all life forms. The work is also timely considering the serious reliance of people living in rural and some urban areas where well and spring water sources remain a key source of water in LMICs like Nigeria where a serious dearth of pipe borne water persist
	




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
	

	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
	

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

	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. 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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	      3
	

	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
	      3
	

	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
	     1
	

	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
	




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? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. 
Mention the most prevalence fecal coliform identified in the well and spring waters immediately after the coliform range. The number should have been captured as exponential atleast. Also, you mentioned 4 samples each here for well and spring, but only 2 each were seen in the methods and results section. Correct that

Consider using these words: Well and Spring water, Physicochemical analysis, Bacteriological quality, Fecal coliforms, Fokontany Ambatoharanana, Madagascar

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	· Fairly, but needs a lot of refining, especially the “Methods” section. For instance, subsections 2.3 and 2.4 needs to be expatiated to give brief descriptions, or a mention of standard tests techniques adopted from similar studies backed with references on how these Physicochemical and Bacteriological analysis were conducted. 
· There should be columns showing the Total Coliform count (TCC), TVC and WHO recommended standards for the Physicochemical parameters assessed and Coliforms identified
· You should insert a key under each table to describe acronyms used in tables
· Remember to make your discussion section more elaborate and encompassing to highlight consistent trends that align with your study findings in Fianarantsoa I, Haute Matsiatra region or Madagascar on the same topic. If such doesn’t exist in these locations, you can site from similar works conducted in closer neigbouring African countries before you contrast or give plausible reasons why your findings defer. Remove or reduce to the barest minimum the explanations you gave for terms like pH, Turbidity etc. in this section.
· Consider reducing your Discussion to at most 3 pages and the Conclusion to maximum half a page
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	 
Ensure you follow the proper reference style of the journal because your references on the list are in-adequate and few are too old e.g., Fishman, M. J., & Robinson, B. P. (1969) and Roux, G. (1892). Replace them with newer ones. 
Looking at your discussion, the last in-cite reference number was [48], however, only 13 references are on the list moreover, they should have been well numbered as they appeared in the article 
	

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

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

	
I did not see such in the article, however, some journals adopt flexible ethical requirements for environmental studies and so the absence of such should not automatically discredit the work.
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