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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript entitled: ‘Multidimensional Evaluation of Underground Water Quality in Rooma, Kanpur (U.P.): A Physico-Chemical and Microbiological Approach’, manuscript number: 5397 at your esteemed journal. Overall, the manuscript presents an important study on the physico-chemical and microbiological quality of groundwater in Rooma, Kanpur. The topic is highly relevant considering the industrialization of the region and its potential impacts on public health. The work covers a full year of sampling, which adds strength to the dataset. However, several issues should be addressed to improve the overall quality and clarity of the paper:

 1. Title and Abstract: The title is informative but slightly long; it could be made more concise. The abstract summarizes the findings well but should briefly mention the methodology and end with more concrete recommendations.

 2. Introduction: The literature review is up to date and comprehensive, but the research gap is not sufficiently emphasized. 

 3. Methodology: The section lacks specific details such as the number of samples, number of wells, and instruments used (with model/manufacturer). Repetition of industrial background information can be reduced.

 4. Results and Discussion: While the data are well presented, the discussion would benefit from more comparisons with similar studies in other industrial-urban areas. Figures and tables need consistent formatting and clearer captions.

 5. Statistical Analysis: No advanced statistical tools were used. Correlation analysis, PCA, or ANOVA could significantly strengthen the interpretation of results and highlight relationships between parameters.

 6. Microbiological Assessment: The analysis is limited to the BACTASLYDE method. More detailed indicators (e.g., E. coli, total/fecal coliforms) and direct comparison with WHO/BIS microbial standards are recommended.

 7. Conclusion: The conclusion is descriptive. It should provide specific practical recommendations such as household water treatment, stricter regulation of industrial discharge, and community awareness programs.

 8. References: The references are recent and relevant, but the formatting is inconsistent. Please revise according to the journal’s reference style.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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