Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Geography, Environment and Earth Science International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEESI_152471

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	ASSESSMENT OF THE SPATIOTEMPORAL VARIATIONS OF TURBIDITY FLOW IN LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN USING REMOTE SENSING (NDTI METHOD)

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 offers a valuable contribution to the scientific community through the systematic application of high-resolution remote sensing data (Sentinel-2) to monitor and analyze the spatiotemporal dynamics of turbidity in a complex lacustrine environment. It provides a reproducible methodological model, enhancing environmental monitoring using modern technologies. The findings contribute practically to supporting water quality management and conservation efforts, particularly in coastal areas. The study promotes the integration of knowledge between water resources engineering, environmental science, and geospatial science, opening new avenues for interdisciplinary research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suitable for the research.
	

	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.


	Yes, the article summary is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its essence, but it contains some points that have been indicated in the attached file.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The presence of future references is illogical, as references from 2025 were cited, indicating errors in documentation since the study submitted was in 2023.
	

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


	Is the quality of English in the article suitable for scientific communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The attached research is an applied study that utilizes remote sensing techniques (Sentinel-2 data) and the NDTI index to investigate turbidity. The research is well-organized and follows a standard academic structure. The research problem is clearly defined, and the environmental factors affecting the lake (shoreline erosion, pollution, and turbidity) have been identified.
The methodology of the research is quite clear and iterative as it consists of a set of steps that are organized: water extraction by NDWI, calculation of turbidity by NDTI, quantitative classification, and spatiotemporal analysis. Recent information was also used; Sentinel-2 information (high spatial resolution 10 m) and regular temporal resolution (5 days). The study is informed by the past literature and supported by monthly maps and explanatory tables. The language is scientifically sound, and areas of high turbidity have been identified. The results are correlated with influencing factors such as rainfall and river flows.
Weaknesses and gaps in research

1. The study relies entirely on satellite data and fails to clearly define water boundaries.

2. The use of quantitative classification may not accurately reflect turbidity values. Thresholds supported by field data or previous studies in the same area would have been preferable.

3. The analysis is limited to simple qualitative and quantitative descriptions, without employing statistical analyses to quantitatively correlate turbidity with influencing factors.

4. Relying on a single monthly image (with a maximum of 20% cloud cover) may not accurately represent the average monthly conditions, especially during rainy months.

5. The maps in the document appear as general illustrations without scale, coordinates, or clear visual cues.

6. Minor inconsistencies exist in the formatting of references (such as the presence of links and sources without links).

7. The presence of future references is illogical, as references from 2025 were cited, indicating errors in documentation since the study submitted was in 2023.

8. The conclusion is general, merely restating the introduction and results (more descriptive than analytical) without offering new insights or strong conclusions.
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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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