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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.


	This manuscript addresses microbial contamination in an urban river that directly supports domestic, recreational, and agricultural uses, making the findings highly relevant for public and environmental health protection in low‑ and middle‑income settings. By providing recent microbial data and comparing observed loads with national standards, it contributes evidence needed to assess compliance and to prioritize interventions in a river system that previously received limited, fragmented microbiological assessment. The detailed characterization of different microbial groups, including coliforms, Klebsiella, and fungi, adds to the understanding of pathogen indicators in heavily impacted tropical rivers and can inform regional monitoring protocols and guideline development. Moreover, the discussion of potential bioremediation and management options offers a starting point for future applied research on low‑cost mitigation strategies in similar urban catchment
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable in scope and clearly indicates the focus on microorganisms, water pollution of Nworie River, and public and environmental health concerns, which aligns with the manuscript content. However, it is somewhat long and could be streamlined to improve readability and impact for a journal, for example by removing redundant wording while retaining key elements (microbial contamination, Nworie River, public/environmental health). A slightly more concise version would still clearly signal the geographical context and the main scientific focus, while making the paper more attractive in tables of contents and database
	

	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.


	The abstract is informative but not yet fully suitable for a journal in its current form. It is comprehensive in describing the study area, methods, and main findings, but it is overly detailed and somewhat descriptive rather than sharply focused on the main contribution and implications.
Suggested changes:

· Reduce methodological detail (e.g., specific media names, full ranges for all microorganisms, detailed description of sampling devices) and retain only the essential elements: type of samples, main microbial indicators, and comparison with standards. ​ 

· Focus numerical results on a few key indicators (e.g., total coliforms, Klebsiella, fungi) with order‑of‑magnitude exceedance of FMEnv/WHO limits, rather than listing many detailed ranges. ​ 

· Make the last 2 sentences more impact‑oriented and specific: explicitly state the main public health implication and the most important management or policy recommendation, rather than general calls for “urgent intervention”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound in its core findings, with standard microbiological methods (serial dilution, spread plate, membrane filtration) and appropriate media choices for the targeted microorganisms, and the reported high microbial loads in an urban river context are consistent with similar studies in Nigeria. However, there are several areas of scientific concern or inaccuracy that undermine its rigor and require correction: ​ 

· Unit inconsistency in standards comparison: Microbial counts are reported in cfu/mL (e.g., coliforms 6.00 × 10⁴ to 1.30 × 10⁵ cfu/mL), but FMEnv standards are cited in cfu/100 mL (e.g., 10 cfu/100 mL for coliforms, 0 for E. coli, Klebsiella, fungi). Direct exceedance claims are valid in principle due to orders-of-magnitude differences, but proper conversion or standardization is needed for precision, as this is a common error in water microbiology reporting. ​ 

· Contradictory statements on E. coli: The results and tables explicitly state "No Growth" for E. coli across all sites, meeting the 0 cfu/100 mL standard. However, the Results text mentions "detection of coliform bacteria and Escherichia coli", and the Introduction references E. coli as a key focus. This inconsistency must be resolved. ​ 

· Limited sediment analysis: Water samples dominate the description, but sediment samples are mentioned in Methods without separate results or discussion, despite using Van Veen grab sampler. If sediment data exist, they should be presented; if not, the Methods should clarify focus on water only. ​ 

· Sampling method suitability: Plankton net for surface water is unusual for microbial sampling (typically grab samples or bottles are used to avoid net clogging/bias); this needs justification or replacement with standard protocols. ​ 

· Statistical analysis: Only "descriptive statistics" are used with no replication details (n=?, SD?), site comparisons, or tests for significance, limiting conclusions about spatial patterns. ​ 

· Bioremediation claims: No experimental data supports bioremediation suggestions; these are speculative based on literature and should be presented as such. ​
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in quantity (approximately 50 citations) and generally relevant, drawing from key works on Nigerian water quality, microbial indicators, and public health risks. However, they are somewhat dated, with many from 2010–2021 (e.g., Okorie & Acholonu 2008, Olayemi 1994) and fewer post‑2022, despite recent Nworie River studies emerging that should be integrated to strengthen novelty claims. Some citations appear incomplete (missing DOIs, broken URLs, inconsistent formatting), and a few web/popular sources (e.g., LiveScience, Forbes) may not meet journal standards for peer‑reviewed rigor.
Suggested additions

· Nwosu, C. O., et al. (2025). "Physicochemical and microbiological analysis of water quality of Nworie River, Imo State, Nigeria." World Journal of Advanced Research and Reviews. 

· Ogwu (2022). "Physicochemical and Microbial Analysis of Surface Water Quality in Nigeria." Confirms Klebsiella/coliform prevalence in urban rivers. 
· ​Eze, V. C., et al. (2025). "Dry Season Impact on Water Quality of Nworie River, Owerri, Nigeria." International Journal of Current Innovations in Advanced Research. Temporal variation in microbial pollution..
	

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


	The language and English quality are functional and understandable but not yet suitable for a  journal's scholarly standards. Grammatical issues, awkward phrasing, inconsistent tense/formatting, and minor spelling errors (e.g., "cfuml" instead of "cfu/mL", "Lauryl Tryphosa broth" likely "Lauryl Tryptose broth", "human andor animal feces") reduce clarity and professionalism. Long, run-on sentences and repetitive structures (e.g., multiple "This study therefore..." phrases) make sections like Introduction and Discussion harder to read.
Recommendations 

· Professional proofreading or editing is essential, focusing on sentence variety, active/passive voice balance, and precise terminology. ​ 

· Standardize scientific notation (e.g., "2.00 × 10⁴ cfu/mL" consistently), abbreviations (define FMEnv/WHO on first use), and table captions.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a solid contribution to understanding microbial risks in urban African rivers, particularly valuable for local policymakers and Imo State environmental agencies given communities' direct reliance on Nworie River. The multi-indicator approach (bacteria, coliforms, Klebsiella, fungi) and site‑specific land use context provide a good foundation for future monitoring or intervention studies. Prioritize resolving data inconsistencies and enhancing critical analysis over expansion, as the manuscript is already lengthy; consider shortening repetitive literature sections to focus on your 2023 dataset's unique insights.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues are apparent in the manuscript.
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