EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. The current version of the manuscript falls short of the standards expected for a research paper. While it contains records of water quality analysis, it largely provides only basic information and lacks sufficient scientific depth to be of broad interest. 
2. The data derivation procedures appear incomplete, and the comparisons made are inappropriate. A key deficiency is the absence of any contextualization; compare their results with existing literature on the water quality of this specific lake or similar lake. 
3. Numbering the formulas and revise them for clarity. wi= overall quality of water for drinking purpose according to relative importance?
	1. The water quality of existing pond has been determined for the first time because these ponds were under evaluated. Of course it is basic information of the pond  generated may be in future data will be useful for assessment of any changes in characteristics of water quality  of pond due to developmental activities. Paper has been revised with sufficient supporting information. 
2. The data derivation procedures were elaborated. 
3. Numbering the formulas is not required  because most of the authors in their paper not given number to formulas.
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