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	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 is an important research work due to the effect that drinking contaminated water poses a severe risk to consumers. It is important to monitor the microbial parameters too.
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
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