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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 addresses a critical public health concern in the Niger Delta region of Nigeria, where rapid industrialisation, petroleum exploration, and urbanisation have substantially deteriorated water quality. The study provides valuable baseline data on disinfection by-products (DBPs) in drinking water, an area that has received limited research attention in Nigeria despite the widespread use of chlorination. The comprehensive approach combining chemical characterisation of multiple DBP classes (THMs, HAAs, chlorite, chlorate, bromate, haloacetonitriles) with human health risk assessment (EDI, CDI, HQ, HI, ILCR) represents a significant contribution to environmental health sciences. The findings have important implications for water treatment authorities and environmental regulators, providing evidence-based data to support the optimisation of disinfection practices while minimising chemical risks. Given the increasing urbanisation and industrial activities in the Niger Delta, this research offers timely insights into the trade-offs between microbiological safety and chemical exposure in drinking water.
	




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 - Good	The title accurately reflects the study content, including chemical characterisation, health risk assessment, and geographical context. However, it could be slightly more concise.
	

	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	The abstract adequately summarises the study objectives, methods, key findings, and conclusions. It includes specific data ranges and health risk estimates. Minor improvement: it could better emphasise the practical implications.
	

	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 - Good	Keywords are relevant and appropriate for the study. Could include "Niger Delta" or "water treatment" for improved discoverability.
	

	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 provides comprehensive background on DBP formation, health effects, and the Nigerian context. Well-referenced with recent literature. Some sections are slightly repetitive.
	

	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
	4 - Good	Objectives are clearly stated at the end of the introduction (evaluate physicochemical characteristics, determine DBP occurrence, assess health risks, identify contaminant sources). Could be more explicitly numbered.
	

	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 literature review is comprehensive and incorporates recent (2025-2026) references from the region. Shows good awareness of local environmental contamination issues.
	

	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
	5 - Excellent	The methodology is well-designed with appropriate analytical techniques (GC-MS, IC, ICP-OES). Quality assurance measures are thorough. Statistical methods (ANOVA, PCA, correlation) are appropriate.
	

	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 applicable as this is an environmental study.
	

	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	
Results are presented systematically with clear tables and appropriate statistical measures. Data presentation is comprehensive. Some tables could be streamlined.
	

	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


	4 - Good	
Tables are comprehensive and well-organised. Figure 1 (map) is useful. Tables 1-15 provide complete data documentation. Could benefit from graphical representation of key trends.
	

	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	
Excellent discussion that contextualises findings within regional and international literature. Well-structured with clear links to previous 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
	4 – Good
	Conclusions are supported by the data presented. The recommendations are appropriate. Could strengthen the practical implications section.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory	Limitations are not explicitly discussed. Should include seasonal variation, sample size, and analytical constraints.
	

	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	
References are relevant and recent (predominantly 2025-2026). Good coverage of regional studies. Some international DBP references could be added.
	

	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 manuscript is well-written with clear scientific language. Minor grammatical improvements needed. Some sections are wordy and could be more concise.
	




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, the title is suitable and accurately describes the study.
	

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

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. However, it could be improved by including a sentence on the novelty of the study and specific recommendations for water treatment authorities.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the scientific content is correct. The methodology is appropriate, and the interpretations are consistent with the data.
	

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

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

	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent, with good coverage of local Niger Delta studies and appropriate international context.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No ethical issues identified. This is an environmental monitoring study with no human or animal subjects.
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