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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 presents some helpful baseline information about water quality, heavy metal content of sediments, and zooplankton structure of the Chikkere water body (Sira). The integration of the WAWQI with the sediment chemistry and zooplankton correlations can be used to connect the chemical pollution with the biological response, which is useful to local water management and monitoring. The research deals with an actual issue of the environment that applies to semi-urban water bodies that have sewage and runoff. Through better methodological description and statistical coverage the article can influence local remediation and monitoring initiatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes The title is generally quite appropriate but could be narrowed and made more specific. 

Recommended alternative (Optional): 

Impact of heavy metals and zooplankton responses on water quality, sediment, and water quality of Chikkere waterbody, Sira. 
	

	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 a summary of the key findings but it requires some minor adjustments.

· A phrase in which state number of sampling sites and months (April and August 2021).

· Indicate how the metal is analyzed (explain ICP-MS/ICP-OES and QA/QC).

· Replacing abstract descriptions (samples were analyzed by the acid digestion and spectrophotometry), with specific methods (e.g. digested by [method], studied by Thermo iCAP Qnova [specify ICP-OES or ICP-MS], limit of detection X).

· Talk of big management implication in a sentence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study on the whole is conceptually sound and the methods (WAWQI, sediment analysis, zooplankton counts, correlation analysis) are suitable. Nevertheless, there are a number of methodological and reporting concerns that need to be made clear to scientific reliability:

· Sampling design: There is no clear reporting of the sampling locations or spatial replicates, as well as the actual sampling dates - please provide a map with coordinates of each sampling point.

· Manuscript coordinates are inaccurate (e.g. 130 75 25 N 130 75 25 S -300 seconds is invalid). Proper formatting (° ' ") and actual coordinates needed.

· Analytical methods: authors state ICP-NOVA ICP-MS - this is not consistent (iCAP Qnova is an ICP-OES instrument; the names of ICP-MS instruments have different names). The authors should provide the specific model of the instrument, method (ICP-MS or ICP-OES), parameters of the instrument, calibration standards, limits of detection (LOD), limits of quantification (LOQ), recovery rates, blanks, and certified reference material values. Explain how to digest it as well (acid mix and volumes), also cite it. The ratio of di-acids HNO3:HCl = 9:4 is not typical - explain and give example.

· Sediment drying / reporting: it states dried at 60C, but report values on dry weight (105C). Elaborate on temperature of drying to ascertain the weight of dry matter, and procedure to constant weight.

· Zooplankton: mesh size (not 50 u) in 50 u, towing technique (horizontal/vertical), volume filtered, repetitions, preservation (preservative and concentration) and taxonomic resolution (family/genus/species?).

· Statistics: all authors reporting only correlation results must indicate which type of correlation test (Pearson or Spearman) results presented, indicate correlation coefficients (r) and exact p-values, and appropriately correct multiple comparisons. Take into account multivariate analyses (PCA, RDA) in order to connect chemical variables and community responses in a better way.

· WAWQI calculation: the authors are required to indicate the type of parameters that were used in particular, the standard values (Sn), and the weighting scheme with references. A short sensitivity comment on the domination of WQI by a single parameter should be provided.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Citations are given to numerous relevant older works but are poorly structured and numerous of them are missing. Include more recent, peer-reviewed publications in the field of heavy metals in Indian lakes, WQI uses, and zooplankton ecotoxicology. Proper formatting and make sure that every in-text citation is mentioned in the reference list. Proposed new additions (authors are expected to locate and reference specific recent peer-reviewed articles which are relevant to India and to methodology).
	

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


	The copy is readable, but requires attention to copyediting. It contains several typos (e.g., dat →data; toxocilty→ toxicity) and inconsistent units (use mg L -1), and clumsy sentences. I suggest professional editing of English or close proofreading.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The sampling sites need to be indicated in a map (with codes) and the sampling coordinates corrected. The authors should specify an analytical technique (ICP-MS vs ICP-OES), model of instruments and results (CRM, blanks, recoveries) and LOD/LOQ of all metals. In the absence of these the metal results may not be relied upon. WQI procedures and weightings should be clear and reproducible - provide list of parameters and sources. Correlation coefficients and p-values should be used in statistical reporting and multivariate techniques (PCA/RDA) need to be taken into consideration. Suggest that the editor should ask the writer to revise it to cover the above significant issues and that the rewritten paper be reproof read on the English and formatting of references. Request authors to post raw numerical data as supplements or to a repository and revise the Data Availability Statement.
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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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