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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.
	It is aware of the impact of land-use on soil infiltration and runoff processes, and groundwater recharge in tropical watersheds. In fact, through the integration of in-situ measurement of soil infiltration rate with the analysis of soil physical properties using three infiltration equations (i.e. Horton, Philip and Kostiakov), this paper contributes to the understanding of hydrologic response due to land use change. As shown in the results, there is a great decline in the infiltration and groundwater recharge due to urbanization and soil compaction. This paper is very useful for scientists and water resource managers in tropical regions.
	



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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2 
· Paragraphs three and four are identical in terms of the wording used ("Tropical watersheds in Nigeria and developing countries face growing floods; lowering groundwater, erosion, and water shortage caused by poor land management practices").
· The first paragraph is mostly concerned with the quality of drinking water (such as WHO standards and various pollutants) and is therefore off the topic of soil infiltration and its recharging possibilities.  
· Concepts related to the issue at hand, such as groundwater recharge and infiltration, are separated into different paragraphs, which makes for disjointed writing.)
	

	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
	2
There is a need for improvement in the research objectives/hypotheses:
· This research shows its direction in three research questions stated at the end of introduction ("how does infiltration vary with different land-use practices? Which land-use practice has the highest capacity of infiltration? And how do soil physical characteristics affect infiltration behaviour"), but there are no explicit primary and secondary objectives stated in the introduction. 
· There are no hypotheses stated in the introduction to be tested concerning hydrological variations in different land use.
· The research questions stated at the end of introduction are based on infiltration variations and soil physical characteristics without considering the important aspects of modeling (Horton, Philip, Kostiakov) and groundwater recharge estimation of the paper.
	

	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
	3
· There is an excess use of literature based on classic works from 1978 to 2005, such as those by Dunne & Leopold (1978), Egboka & Uma (1985), and Philip (1957) in the literature review section of the paper.
· Moreover, there is some literature in the introductory paragraphs that speaks about general water quality and not infiltration modeling.
	

	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
	3
· Equipment for water quality testing (Thermometer, Turbidimeter, pH Meter, Electrical Conductivity Meter, AAS) listed in section 2.3 has never been used during the soil and infiltration tests.

· The paper assumes about the non-variation of soil moisture storage ($\Delta S$) during the year without an explanation. The modification of SCS-CN Curve Numbers in section 2.6 is not described.
	

	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
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
· Section 3.2 (Table 4) says that the recharge rate for Forest Reserve is 581 mm (25.4% coefficient), while Section 3.4 (Table 6) mentions the recharge potential for Forest Reserve to be 980 mm/yr (41.7% efficiency). There are such huge numerical differences in all land use classifications between these two sections.
· Heading "3.2 Groundwater Recharge Potential" is immediately followed by "3.4 Groundwater Recharge Potentials" section later in the text.
· There is an explicit reference to Figure 1 (...against soil type on the chart in Figure 1), but there are no figures at all to demonstrate model curve fit or sorptivity charts.
	

	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


	2
· The main text clearly points to a chart ("...against soil type on the chart in Figure 1"), which is, however, not presented in the paper at all.

· The values of annual recharge in Table 4 and Table 6 differ considerably for the same type of land use, without any comment (e.g., Forest Reserve is shown as 581 mm in Table 4 and 980 mm in Table 6; Built-up Area is given as 171 mm and 250 mm).

	

	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
	4

	

	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
· Suggestions for urban agro-forestry, afforestation, and strict conservation zones naturally go well with the observed 89.4% reduction in recharge capacity under built-up conditions.
	

	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
	1
· A separate limitations section is not included by the authors nor are any limitations on the study discussed anywhere in the paper.
	

	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
	3
· The theoretical basis is built up mostly from classic papers published between the years 1978-2005. Adding some new international literature about infiltration modeling for the last 3-5 years would add more credibility to the background information.

· The cited literature is exclusively related to drinking water quality and contaminants (Ahsan et al., 2023; Palansooriya et al., 2020; Environment Agency, 2019). This topic deviates from the main topic that is physical infiltration processes and modeling of recharging, which makes these citations irrelevant references.
	

	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
· Typographical and Format Issues: These include spelling errors ("agroforstry", "forst tracts", "fameers"), lack of format in math exponents/subscript notation (such as 10.7 m3/s, 1.7 x 108 m3, 105 oC, and poor spacing in math formulas

· There are structural issues of repetition, in the form of repetitive paragraphs in the results
	



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.

	
	

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

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

· Rework the water balance parameters with the same set of inputs, delete the duplicate tables (either Table 4 or Table 6), and make sure that all the figures match throughout Section 3. 

· Exclude all mention of water quality testing equipment from the materials section since it was not used during sampling and infiltration tests.  

· Use proper mathematical language in presenting equations; provide definitions of all the variables used in Equation 4 and insert Figure 1 graph.  

· Justify scientifically the assumption of zero changes in the stored water over a year or account for seasonal changes in storage in the recharge equation.
	

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

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

	NO

· Exclude the citations which are dealing with the water quality and chemicals in drinking water (Ahsan et al., 2023; Palansooriya et al., 2020; Environment Agency, 2019) to maintain the relevance of references to physical soil movement, infiltration, and ground water recharging only.

· Support the theoretical framework by adding the latest research articles related to tropical land use change and empirical modeling of infiltration process from the top tier hydrological journals, since the theoretical background is quite dominated by older literature (Dunne & Leopold, 1978; Philip, 1957; Bouwer, 2002).

· Make sure that the citations in the text match with the citation style used in reference list (e.g. Duruanyim et al.).
	

	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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