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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 addresses an important environmental and public-health issue by evaluating the physicochemical and microbiological quality of active deep-well water sources used by a local community. The study provides useful preliminary information regarding the safety of groundwater and identifies microbiological contamination as a major concern. The inclusion of information on well protection and surrounding environmental conditions adds practical value to the assessment. However, several methodological, statistical, interpretive, and language-related issues should be addressed before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	2/5
	

	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
	1/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	2/5
	


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
The title accurately reflects the scope and preliminary nature of the study. No major change is required.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract provides the main findings and overall conclusion; however, it should include essential methodological information, including the number of sampling sites, major physicochemical and microbiological parameters assessed, and principal quantitative findings. The conclusion should be aligned more precisely with the microbiological results. Statements suggesting that some wells may be suitable as drinking-water sources should be avoided when microbiological contamination is present.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No 
The manuscript contains useful data, but several scientific and interpretive issues need to be addressed. The authors should carefully verify all permissible limits, units, and interpretations of the physicochemical and microbiological parameters. Some conclusions appear stronger than can be supported by the presented data. In particular, the designation of certain wells as potentially potable should be reconsidered because microbiological contamination was detected in all investigated wells. The interpretation of heterotrophic plate counts and the relationship between well surroundings and microbial contamination should also be revised to avoid unsupported causal statements. The sampling design, replication, quality-control procedures, and statistical analysis also require clarification.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No 
The reference list contains relevant sources; however, a substantial proportion of the literature is relatively old. The authors should update the literature review with recent peer-reviewed studies, particularly publications from the last five years addressing groundwater microbiological contamination, drinking-water safety, groundwater vulnerability, and current drinking-water standards. The accuracy and accessibility of all cited references and URLs should also be verified.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No 
No specific ethical concerns were identified because the study involved environmental water sampling and did not involve human participants or experimental animals.
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