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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 authors have provided a systematic approach towards presenting the quality of water in a vulnerable zone with enough sampling data.  This publication will definitely provide an insight of the existing water quality and serve as a reference material for future researchers not only in this location but also to water research in general.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Abstract needs modification.  Modification required is provided in the comments section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are insufficient, both in the introductory section as well as in the discussion sections.  Authors need to include the current / recent research findings on the property variation with respect to seasonal changes. It is mentioned in the comments section too.
	

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


	Language is appreciable.  But, in a manuscript written in English, several French terminologies have been employed which are highlighted in the comments section.  So, the language should be uniform throughout the manuscript.  Authors need to have their attention in this.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. As a Reviewer, appreciate the authors for the systematic presentation of their research work without compromising the language and scientific content.  However, few observations reserve towards passing the publication window.

2. A birds-eye view or a better photograph of the lake could be included in the figure 1, to witness the beauty of the sampling location.

3. In the abstract, starting from, “The values ..” till the end – appears unsuitable for the abstract – Could this be presented in the Conclusion section?? So that, the consolidated finding will refine the concluding remarks.

4. Table 2 terminologies need to be provided in English.
5. In figure 3, RS, FP, DS terminologies are introduced.  If the abbreviations are clearly assigned in the section 2.3 then it may add validity to the seasonal classification.
6. In the figure 3, saison is used, it will be better if it is changed to English.

7. It is very difficult to understand why the authors have reported Results (Section 3.1) and Discussions (Section 3.2) separately.  To ease the understanding of the manuscript; Results and Discussions should be provided in the appropriate sub-headings. 

8. In the Section 3.2, most of the references provided by the authors are appearing older.  Presently (recently) several literature is available to interpret the physico-chemical properties and its correlation with seasonal variations.  So, the authors need to include current literature in the discussion part, which will add validity to their hard work and tireless work invested.
9. In the discussion, rather Results and Discussion, the authors need to provide a comparative account of their findings along with the national / international standards.  The deviation of the properties as per the standards will speak louder about suitability of water in a particular location.

10. For statistical analysis, why ANOVA is not preferred as the Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney tests are less powerful than ANOVA?? If the authors provide the reason it will empower their selection of statistical method.

11. In total, the references appears minimum which creates a vacuum about the recent trends in physico-chemical interpretation and advances in statiscal methodologies.  A comparative account of various statistical methods used for water quality analysis could be included in the introduction section.

12. Water Quality Index (WQI) is missing.  It is required to support the statistical analysis and the conclusions arrived by the authors.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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