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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 tackles a highly relevant environmental and public health issue by evaluating and modeling surface water quality across four crucial rivers in Lafia, Nigeria. Developing localized predictive tools like the TIMOMAM model is a practical step forward for regional water management, offering authorities a more accessible way to monitor environmental safety. The study provides valuable baseline data on how seasonal shifts impact key water parameters in an under-studied geographical area. Additionally, validating this new model against established frameworks like the Weighted Arithmetic and Oregon indices gives the work solid academic grounding and clear utility for the wider scientific community.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	5 (Excellent) — The title is specific, informative, and clearly identifies the novel model, parameters, and localized setting.
	

	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
	4 (Good) — It summarizes the methodology, seasonal parameters, exact model equation, and comparative findings well.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) — The keywords are highly relevant and will accurately index the paper in database searches.
	

	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
	4 (Good) — The introduction moves logically from the global context of water pollution down to specific localized issues in Nigeria.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent) — The final paragraph of the introduction explicitly lays out the goal of creating a new multivariate regression model.
	

	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
	4 (Good) — The authors draw on relevant environmental studies to frame their research effectively.
	

	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
	4 (Good) — Standard water collection, preservation protocols (APHA), and statistical tools are correctly implemented.
	

	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 — Not required for routine environmental river sampling.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) — Seasonal variations are clearly documented, and the model comparisons are neatly tabulated.
	

	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 (Satisfactory) — The data inside the tables is clear, but adding a basic geographic map of the sampling coordinates would significantly improve spatial clarity.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent) — The authors do a great job of contextualizing why parameters shift between the wet and dry seasons by citing relevant past studies.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent) — The final conclusions accurately reflect the statistical significance ($P < 0.10$) and the overall water quality assessments.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement) — The manuscript overlooks study limitations, such as omitting heavy metal testing or microbiological parameters that could impact overall drinking water safety.
	

	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
	4 (Good) — The bibliography contains 26 references providing solid regional and global context.
	

	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
	4 (Good) — The text reads well, has a natural academic flow, and requires only minor proofreading for typos.
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The authors frequently refer to the TIMOMAM model as a "multi-linear regression model." However, looking at the actual formula (Equation 1), it includes quadratic terms ($T^2$ and $BOD^2$) and an interaction term ($pH \times BOD$). Mathematically, this makes it a second-order polynomial regression model, not a simple linear one. This distinction should be corrected to ensure technical accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	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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