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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.
	In relation to its regional interest, this manuscript is certainly on topic by describing air-quality indices and selected climatological parameters monitored in three climatically very different governorates in Iraq (Dohuk, Baghdad and Basrah) throughout summer 2006. Considering the already severe constraints on temperatures, dust storms, water resources and air quality in Iraq, the observation record of concentration values of several pollutants like NO, O, PM, PM, CO, SO and a few meteological values is indeed helpful for public-health management and ecological strategies.
Its scientific significance is however strictly undermined through lack of primary instrumentational observation, usage of an undefined, irreproducible web source Google Global Climate Index, absence of any quality assurance or any statistical consideration, purely illustrative evaluation of outcomes. While in subject scope relevant to those concerned with middle-eastern climate change and similar, the manuscript as presented so far cannot yet be evaluated as scientifically significant literature and cited with confidence.


	


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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	1
	


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 , With minor revisions
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, abstract is incomplete and poorly structured.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. There are several important scientific flaws:

1. The provenance of the data is unclear. It states all values were taken from the "Google Global Climate Index"; such a product doesn't exist publicly under that name. The authors have to clearly name the online location where they retrieved data, and link this to an official, published or peer-reviewed monitoring network by station or grid-cell reference.
2. No primary measurements are undertaken by the authors as they take existing values from the web once a week for the hour of 13.00-14.00 only. Such limited monitoring, without any quality control measures or comparative measurements of reference stations, can only yield superficial discussion about climate air-quality regimes per season.
3. The discussion of the changing UV Index is oversimplified, and is attributed solely to earth orbit and axial tilting, instead taking account of sun angle, solar column and cloud cover changes due to season, and geographical latitude into account.

4. Health-risk categories are often applied inconsistently (and PM. Measurements are labelled "Very Unhealthy" in the Basra table although the text discussion can be vague and imprecise). AQI breakpoints have to be defined explicitly and applied consistently.

5. Any statistical analysis, such as averages accompanied by standard deviations, trends test, the relation between wind speed, humidity etc., and so on, does not exist, making numerical comparisons trivial


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The references lists contains only 21 entries, many of which are incomplete and incorrectly formatted.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No.
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