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1. The title is clear, and it is adequate for the content of the

article. 3

The title accurately reflects the subject of the study and clearly indicates the focus of the
research.




2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results.

3

The abstract is generally well-structured, but it could be improved by providing more detail

on the methods used for the analysis.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in
this article.

3

There are a few minor errors, but they do not hinder the overall understanding of the text.

4. The study methods are explained clearly.

3

The methods are clearly described, making it possible to replicate the study if necessary.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors.

3

The results are presented clearly, but some additional clarification on how to interpret the
data would be helpful, particularly regarding the impact on human health and the explanation
for the source of pollution and nitrogen-based contamination in boreholes and wells. You
should also support your explanations with more recent references: DOI:
10.34874/PRSM.rejsd-vol1iss5.8313 DOI: 10.1016/j.encec0.2023.12.002

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by
the content.

4

The conclusions are well supported by the results obtained, and they
importance of the study.
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.

3

The references cited are relevant and cover the necessary aspects to support the article. | also
recommend adding a few references in the discussion section to strengthen your findings.
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Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed

Return for major revision and resubmission
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

« | recommend revising the abstract to include more details about the analytical methods.

o | also suggest reviewing it for grammatical and spelling errors.

o It is essential to conduct a more in-depth analysis of the results presented, particularly by
providing more detailed explanations of the variations observed in the physicochemical



parameters. For example, the acidic pH values measured in well water should be
accompanied by a discussion of the environmental and anthropogenic factors that could
influence them, such as agricultural practices and urbanization.

e The discussion should include a more systematic comparison with other similar studies
conducted in comparable contexts. This would help place the results in a broader context
and strengthen the validity of the conclusions. References to previous studies on water
quality in similar regions would be particularly useful.

e The authors should discuss the implications of the findings for public health and the
environment. For example, high levels of nitrites and iron in certain wells could have
serious health consequences for consumers. A discussion of the need to monitor these water
sources and implement corrective measures would be appropriate.

e A section on the study’s limitations would be helpful. The authors should acknowledge
any potential shortcomings in the methodology—such as the limited sample size or the
data collection period—and explain how these might affect the results. This would enhance
the study’s transparency and credibility.

e The discussion section should be written in a clearer and more coherent manner. More
concise sentences and a logical structure will help guide the reader through the arguments
presented. A clearer articulation of the main ideas will make it easier to understand the
issues raised by the results.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:
The article addresses an important and relevant topic, but it needs to be revised to improve the
clarity and accuracy of the information presented.



