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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 article studies the spatial distribution and seasonal variations of PM10 levels in Dimapur in 2023 in order to identify critical pollution areas and analyze influencing factors.
The quality of the article and the ideas presented are excellent for research purposes. This work is important, and acceptance of the article is recommended. Before final publication, a few suggestions should be taken into account.
	



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 = Excellent
	

	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
- Revised to better highlight the main results and quantitative data of the study.

	

	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
	

5 = Excellent

- The introduction provides useful context, but it would benefit from including some more recent references to strengthen its relevance.
- Include the objectives in the introduction. It is not normal for them to be separated from the introduction in a research article.

	

	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
	

5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
        4 = Good 
The results and discussion section is clear; however, including a brief comparison with similar studies would strengthen the discussion. The discussion could be expanded slightly to better interpret the implications of the results in a practical context.

	

	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
Figures: 
- None of the figures are mentioned in the test. You must list them all, including the one that needs to be added. And place them immediately after listing them.
- Indicate the sources of all the figures (1, 2, 3, 4, 5)
- The figures (1, 3, 4, 5) are relevant, but their resolution and caption (font size and sharpness) should be improved for better readability.
- In figures (1, 3, 4, 5), the titles appear at the top and then at the bottom of each figure. This is incorrect. Please remove the titles included in the top figures and keep those at the bottom. For figure 3, you will need to clean up the titles at the top of subfigures A, B, C, and D.
- In figure 3, the legends in subfigures A, B and D do not conform to that of figure D. Please correct.

Tables:
· None of the tables are mentioned in the test. You must list all of them, including the one that needs to be added. And place them immediately after listing them.
· The sources for Tables 3, 4, and 5 are not cited. They should be specified and listed at the bottom of the tables.
· The source for Table 1 is listed at the top, while the source for Table 2 is listed at the bottom. Please correct this in accordance with the previous note.






	

	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
	
         5 = Excellent

The conclusion is concise, but it would benefit from explicitly mentioning the study’s limitations and suggestions for future research.

	

	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
	
         1 = Poor
	

	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

-The bibliography is appropriate; however, the consistency of the formatting (punctuation, journal titles, etc.) should be carefully checked throughout, and particularly for references 17, 21, etc.
- In reference 17, replace “%” with “percentage”.

	

	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
	

          4 = Good
	



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 of the article is very appropriate.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The article abstract is comprehensive. However, it could be slightly revised to better highlight the main findings and quantitative data of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
The manuscript is scientifically correct, which is why it is suggested to accept the article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The document presents 21 references, five (05) of which date less than five (05) at most from 2021. It would be desirable to add more recent studies published over the past five years, which would strengthen the credibility of the research.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	
In my opinion there is no ethical problem in this manuscript.
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HOUNTONDJI Babilas, Catholic University of West Africa, Benin
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