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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.

	The manuscript addresses a relevant public and environmental health issue in an urban Nigerian river system. Microbial contamination of surface waters is a major concern in developing regions, and updated data from the Nworie River are valuable for risk assessment. The study highlights the implications for communities relying on untreated river water. The findings could be further strengthened by discussing them within a One Health framework, emphasizing the human-animal-environment interface.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is generally suitable and reflects the study’s objectives.

	

	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. The unusual finding of high coliforms but absence of E. coli should be emphasized more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is relevant, but several issues weaken scientific rigor:
· Major inconsistencies in table numbering (e.g., the text refers to “Table 1” for heterotrophic bacteria, but the actual table is labeled “Table 2”).
· Scientific names are inconsistently italicized (e.g., Escherichia coli, Klebsiella spp.).
· Numerous typographical and formatting errors throughout the manuscript.
· The Introduction is excessively long, containing large sections of general literature unrelated to the study.
· The Methods section lacks essential details, including sample replication, number of samples per site, quality control, and statistical tests.
· Only descriptive statistics were used; no inferential analysis is presented.
· Results and discussion contain contradictions (e.g., text mentions E. coli detection, but Table 4 shows “No Growth”).
Overall, the manuscript requires substantial revision for clarity, accuracy, and methodological completeness.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive but includes many outdated or lateral citations. The manuscript would benefit from adding recent and relevant studies in same socioeconomic situation (last 5–7 years) on microbial contamination, environmental pollution, and One Health risks.
Two recent studies may be particularly relevant to the themes of environmental contamination and its impact on both human and animal health:
· Khan et al. (2025) reported microbial and iron contamination in dairy‑farm water, illustrating how polluted water sources affect livestock health and food safety.
(https://doi.org/10.9734/ijecc/2025/v15i115133)
· Al‑Maruf et al. (2024) demonstrated that contaminated farm environments contribute to higher Campylobacter colonization in poultry, reinforcing the human-animal-environment link (https://dx.doi.org/10.17582/journal.aavs/2024/12.11.2144.2153).
Including such references would help contextualize the findings within a broader One Health perspective.

	

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

	The manuscript requires major language editing. Issues include:
· Frequent typos (e.g., “countedusing”, “Statisticswere”).
· Inconsistent tense usage.
· Very long, repetitive sentences.
· Missing spaces and formatting errors.
· Scientific names not consistently italicized.
Overall readability needs significant improvement
	

	Optional/General comments

	· The Introduction should be shortened by at least 30%.
· The manuscript would benefit from a more concise and focused narrative.
· All tables report similar microbial counts across the same sampling sites, they could be merged into a single, well‑structured table. This would eliminate repetition and make the results easier to interpret.

	












	
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 ethical concerns identified. Authors should clarify whether environmental sampling required local authority permission.
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