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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is important because it synthesises seasonal variations in freshwater quality across India, helping clarify how natural and human factors interact. It also highlights research gaps and climate change impacts, making it valuable for future studies and water management.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The title is clear and appropriate for the paper.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The abstract is excellent and covers all aspects of the manuscript; however, it is purely narrative and does not include any quantitative data. It would have been better to include percentage changes in key parameters such as dissolved oxygen (DO) or temperature under climate change to enhance scientific credibility.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The keywords are excessive and repeated from the title; the should replace the repeated terms with more comprehensive and specialized keywords, and limit them to no more than five.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
· The background is sufficient and clearly covers the general context of the study, particularly the importance of freshwater and seasonal variations.
· The introduction spends too much time explaining well-known facts about freshwater importance and India’s share of global water resources; it would be better to focus more quickly on the specific physico-chemical aspects central to the study.
· The manuscript mentions a gap in “data synthesis” but does not explain why previous studies failed (methodologically or analytically) to achieve this, making the justification more descriptive than analytical.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
· The objectives are clearly stated in a dedicated section, but they are somewhat lengthy and could be more concise.
· There is some overlap between objectives (e.g., synthesis and evaluation), which could be streamlined for better clarity.
· The objectives are relatively general and lack specific research questions or hypotheses that would strengthen the analytical focus of the study.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The literature review is directly relevant to the research topic and comprehensively covers various aspects related to seasonal variations in physico-chemical characteristics of water.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
· The literature review includes a good number of recent studies, indicating acceptable currency.
· However, there is noticeable reliance on some older references without sufficient justification for their current relevance.
· The balance could be improved by placing greater emphasis on more recent studies and findings.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The methodology lacks quantitative transparency due to the absence of a PRISMA Flow Diagram showing the number of screened, excluded, and included studies, which limits reproducibility. In addition, the selection of “influential studies” is based on vague criteria, making it prone to subjectivity. Furthermore, the search strategy is not described in sufficient detail, particularly the search strings, which reduces the ability to replicate or verify the study.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
· The manuscript relies heavily on descriptive summarization rather than true critical evaluation of the literature.
· There is little to no systematic assessment of strengths and weaknesses of the cited studies.
· Comparative analysis between different studies and explanation of inconsistencies are largely missing.
· The lack of deep critical insight weakens the analytical contribution of the review.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The research gap is identified through the fragmentation of previous studies and the need for a comprehensive synthesis, which provides a reasonable foundation.
However, the manuscript mixes true knowledge gaps with practical limitations such as data scarcity, reducing clarity of purpose.
Additionally, the treatment of the gap remains descriptive without proposing innovative methods to effectively address it.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The conclusions are logical and based on the findings and studies presented in the review.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The limitations of the study are clearly and explicitly discussed.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The references are of high quality and are sourced from peer-reviewed and reliable scientific journals.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The language is generally clear and understandable, but some sentences are lengthy and complex, which may affect readability.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	no
	



Reviewer details:
Ali Hmood Rhaif , Al-Muthanna University, Iraq
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