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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important topic related to the assessment of drinking water quality using the Water Quality Index (WQI) method, applied to a local dam serving Satana city in Maharashtra. This topic is of high relevance due to growing concerns over water pollution and its impact on public health. By assessing physical, chemical, and biological parameters, the study attempts to highlight the usability of dam water for human consumption and other uses. However, while the study holds local importance, its scientific rigor and overall presentation require substantial improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable but can be improved for clarity and impact.
Suggested alternative: “Assessment of Drinking Water Quality of Punad Dam, Satana City (Maharashtra) Using Water Quality Index (WQI) Method”


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is overly verbose and repetitive. It lacks clarity and structure. It should be revised to clearly present the objective, methodology (WQI), main findings (WQI = 12.49, which is ‘Excellent’), and conclusion in a concise manner. Eliminate unnecessary background content and redundancies such as repeated explanations of why water is important.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific approach is partially correct, but the manuscript has several limitations:

1. Only one water sample was used, which is not statistically sufficient for drawing conclusions about an entire dam’s water quality.

2. Methodology is explained, but several calculated parameters are incomplete or missing in the data tables.

3. The study lacks spatial or seasonal variation, which weakens its reliability.

4. Literature review is superficial and mostly descriptive, lacking critical comparisons with previous studies.

5. More analytical depth is required in interpreting results.

a. Hence, major revision is required for scientific robustness.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient but need formatting improvement. Some cited works are outdated, and several lack complete bibliographic details (e.g., volume, issue, DOI). The authors are encouraged to include more recent studies from 2020–2024 that apply WQI in similar Indian or global contexts for comparative analysis.

Suggested additions:

1. Kumar, A., et al. (2021). Water Quality Assessment Using WQI and Multivariate Analysis: A Case Study of River Yamuna. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment.

2. WHO Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality (2022) – 4th Edition, Updated.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No. The manuscript requires extensive language editing. It contains grammatical errors, improper sentence structure, repetition, and awkward phrasing. Professional proofreading is strongly recommended before resubmission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Tables should be reformatted for clarity and completeness. Currently, Table 3 is incomplete.

2. Consider including a map of the study area and photographs of the sampling site.

3. Enhance the discussion section by comparing findings with other WQI studies in India.

4. Include limitations and recommendations in the conclusion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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