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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.


	1. Method of assessment applied can help scientists understand how of saviour conditions vary across wet and dry periods. 2. The results can be used for evidence based data that can support sustainable agricultural management. 3. The research can enrich global comparative datasets on reservoir water quality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Ok
	

	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.


	-There is need to clarify meaning of surface and bottom water samples. 

-the following sentences should be restructured 1. From the results it was found that TH, CR, PS, Na% were found above the permissible limit across all the seasons. 2. From the above study, it is concluded that the water sample is moderately suitable for irrigation purposes. Water sample should be replaced with the reservoir water.

-Key words; Need revision to represent main objective of study for example: irrigation water quality, seasonal variation, hydrochemistry, karanja reservoir, multivariate analysis etc
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes it is correct in terms of methods and parameters used in assessment of water suitability for irrigation purposes. In addition methods applied in data analysis are in line with required standards 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I feel most of them are too old and should be replaced with current references
	

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


	No it is not.
	

	Optional/General comments


	-  Manuscript is characterized by poor English grammar especially in construction of sentences.

- all captions content given for figures and graphs in manuscript are not a good description of results presented hence need for revision.

-Introduction section; Nearly all sentences are poorly structured and need revision. –see attached manuscript doc.

- In second paragraph under introduction, how Various factors such as climatic conditions depend on water quality needs clarification?,

- in results and discussion sections , sentence structure in most paragraphs need restructuring.
- Sampling points should be included in figure one.

- In section on collection of water samples, the number of water samples collected within each season should be indicated.

- Choice of sampling points should also be explained.

-  if caption of all graphs can start with Figure: 

- THE details of caption in all graphs should be revised to reflect results presented. Content given does not represent  results.

- there is need to clarify meaning of  surface and bottom water in maanuscript
- area or region where studies referred to in results and discussion for example under section iv) US Salinity Laboratory Classification (USSL) and others should be mentioned otherwise it’s not clear whether the studies were carried out in same reservoir representing this study or other regions of the country or other countries. 

- Also why reservoir water  quality results are compared to results from studies on groundwater can not be justified. 

- in section v) Irrigation Water Quality Index (IWQI): sentence reading Nedjar et al. (2022) IWQI results showed that Site1 and Site3 water were in the moderate restriction category, while Site2 fell into the high restriction category, indicating the need for controlled irrigation and soil management- in introduction author indicated a research gap but this sentence content confirms there are existing studies- true or false.

- whole section also requires major corrections- see inside manuscript

- better term is required in statements on surface and bottom water i.e fin first sentence under vi) Kelly’s Index / Kelly’s Ratio (KI /KR):

- there is need to rewrite sentences under section viii) Permeability Index (PI): correctly

- ix) Residual Sodium Carbonate (RSC):and x) Potential salinity (PS) and xi) Chloro-alkaline Indices (CAI1 and CAI2): and xii) Corrosion Ratio (CR): : - required corrections highlighted in manuscript.

- conclusion: there is need to write the section to reflect key findings, implications and recommendations
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The responsibility of author reporting correct findings.
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