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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.
	By evaluating the physicochemical quality of swimming pools in hotels and lounges around Calabar, Nigeria, this paper tackles a significant public health concern. The study provides baseline data that could help hotel managers and environmental authorities enhance recreational water safety. In areas where such data are limited, the results may be helpful for public health planning and water quality monitoring. However, before the publication can significantly contribute to the literature, significant advancements in the technique, data presentation, and scientific interpretation are needed.

	



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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3 (the study did not explicitly state the objectives of the study)
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	2 
· The methodology makes the work non-reproducible
· The steps followed in carrying out the physiochemical analysis was not described
· The equipment used was mentioned but no detailed identification of the specification of the equipment
· The choice of 10 swimming pool in Calabar was not explicit. No sampling technique was discussed on how they arrived at the 10.
· The method used for simulation and the specific data that was simulated was not mentioned
· “The data were analysed using SPSS. Descriptive statistics, including the mean, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum values, were calculated for each parameter. Mean values were compared with the permissible limits of the World Health Organization (WHO) and relevant Nigerian agencies to assess compliance. Results were presented in tables and charts and expressed as mean ± standard deviation (SD), with statistical significance assessed for observed differences and correlations.” This statement was not completely fulfilled.
	

	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
	3
· Since GPS was used for samples selection, the result should include the spatial map of the locations.
· Even if the water sample was collected in 1 day, there should be duplicate measurements for each sample and the average should be gotten for the result to be reliable
· Only pH, TDS and EC are presented individually. There are no tables for ORP, Temperature and Salinity
· The method indicated that there will be statistical significance assed but it is not represented in the result
· No charts in the results
	

	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 (the names of hotel and their arrangement is not consistent in the tables)
	

	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
	3
The discussion is extensive and good but there is need to exclude some assumptions like the statement on chlorine concentrations mentioned under Interrelationships and Underlying Causes and in the recommendations. This work did not check the chlorine levels of the swimming pools. 
The work was compared to international standard; there should be a cited and listed reference to this standard.
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	



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
.
	
No
· Clarify the data that is measured and those that were simulated
· This work is represented as a field work and not a simulation, therefore the data should be entirely measured
· Include adequate methodology that will make the work reproduceable
· Present all measured parameters for the temperature, ORP and salinity
· Improve on the statistical analysis to show statistical significance  
· 
	

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

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

	
The references are recent but not sufficient to support a scientific publication.
The opening statement in the second paragraph of the introduction can use 3 references to show global views on public swimming pools.
The statement ‘Similarly, environmental and public health studies have demonstrated that poor swimming pool maintenance practices contribute significantly to water quality deterioration’ shouod also be referencenced…which studies are being referred to? This is an open statement that needs to be backed up with references “The city hosts numerous hotels with swimming pools that are frequented by tourists, residents, and visitors, especially during festive events such as the Calabar Carnival. Increased swimmer load, environmental exposure, and inconsistent maintenance practices may alter the physicochemical properties of pool water, thereby posing potential health risks to users.”

	

	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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