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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.

	This manuscript contributes to the scientific understanding of small freshwater ecosystems by providing baseline physico-chemical data and water quality index assessment for a rural pond in northeastern Karnataka, India. Such location-specific studies are important for documenting the condition of understudied water bodies that support domestic use, agriculture, and local biodiversity. The results add to the regional database on pond water quality and enable comparison with similar freshwater systems across semi-arid regions of India. The study also supports evidence-based management and conservation of small ponds, which are often overlooked despite their ecological and socio-economic importance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the article is generally suitable, as it accurately reflects the main focus of the study, which is the assessment of physico-chemical parameters and water quality status of Naikal Pond. It clearly identifies the study location and the subject matter.

However, the title could be improved by making the methodological approach more explicit and by correcting minor stylistic issues. An alternative, more precise title could be:

Assessment of Physico-Chemical Parameters and Water Quality Index of Naikal Pond in Northeastern Karnataka, India.
	

	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 generally clear and provides a basic overview of the study, including the objective, methodology, and key findings. It identifies the study area, lists the physico-chemical parameters analysed, and mentions the use of the Water Quality Index and comparison with BIS drinking water standards. In this sense, it is broadly comprehensive.

However, some improvements are recommended. The abstract should clearly state the study period and sampling frequency, as the work is based on data collected over two years. The conclusion in the abstract should also be corrected to align with the results, as the water quality is classified as “good” rather than “excellent” according to the WQI table. Additionally, the abstract would benefit from briefly highlighting the practical significance of the findings, such as implications for pond management or local water use, and minor grammatical edits should be made to improve clarity and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically correct and is based on standard and well-established methods for assessing pond water quality. The selection of physico-chemical parameters, sampling procedures, analytical methods, and comparison with BIS drinking water standards are appropriate and consistent with accepted practices in limnology and water quality studies. The use of the Water Quality Index is also methodologically sound and widely applied in similar research.

However, there are some scientific issues that require clarification or correction. The description and formulation of the Water Quality Index calculations are incomplete and need clearer equations and definitions to ensure reproducibility. There is also an inconsistency in the interpretation of WQI results, where the abstract refers to “excellent” water quality while the results classify the water as “good.” In addition, the conclusion that the water is suitable for domestic use should be more cautiously stated, given that alkalinity exceeds the desirable BIS limit and microbiological parameters were not analysed.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically valid, but minor methodological clarifications and more cautious interpretation of results are necessary to ensure full scientific accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant but would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies that reflect current developments in water quality monitoring and water treatment research. The authors are encouraged to add the following two recent publications, which would strengthen the scientific context and broaden the discussion of water quality assessment and management:

Alaka, S. (2025). Integrating machine learning and IoT technologies for smart water quality monitoring: methods, challenges, and future directions. Preprints. https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202510.0753.v1

Alaka, S. A. (2025). A Comprehensive Assessment of Conventional and Emerging Desalination Methods for Treating Marine Water Supplies. Journal of Engineering Research and Reports, 27(9), 88–110.

These references would be appropriate for inclusion in the Introduction or Discussion sections, particularly when addressing modern water quality monitoring approaches, treatment considerations, and future research directions.
	

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

	The language and English quality of the article are generally acceptable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is understandable, and the scientific ideas are clearly conveyed. Most technical terms are used correctly, and the overall structure supports clear communication of the results.

There are a few minor grammatical and typographical issues, as well as some sentences that could be simplified for better flow and clarity. These issues are limited and can be addressed with light language editing. With these small improvements, the manuscript’s language quality would be fully suitable for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and provides useful baseline information on the water quality status of a local pond using standard physico-chemical parameters and the Water Quality Index approach. The study is methodologically sound and the results are clearly presented, offering value for regional water resource assessment and management. While the scientific contribution is mainly descriptive, the paper would benefit from clearer presentation of methods, minor improvements in language, and more consistent interpretation of results. With these revisions, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
	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)

None
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