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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 chapter provides baseline limnological data on small lentic water bodies from Imphal, Manipur, a region where peer-reviewed ecological datasets are scarce. By linking physico-chemical parameters, macrophyte composition, and ethnobotanical use with human-induced cultural stresses, the study contributes to understanding socio-ecological interactions in community-managed freshwater systems. The manuscript is relevant for wetland ecology, inland water management, and community-based conservation frameworks. Its applied focus supports integrated water resource management in culturally dependent freshwater ecosystems.
	

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

	The term “cultural stresses” is not operationally defined in the title. It is unclear whether the main focus is on water quality, ecosystem structure, or management implications. In addition, since the manuscript does not apply a formal impact assessment framework, the use of the term “impact” is scientifically inappropriate. 
Given that the study does not perform a quantitative or causal impact assessment, the term “impact” should be replaced with “effects”, which is more consistent with the descriptive and observational nature of the analysis. 
To avoid overstating causal inference, the title should be reformulated to reflect associations or observed conditions, rather than impacts or effects.

Recommended revised title: “Physico-Chemical Characteristics and Macrophyte Diversity of Lentic Water Bodies in Imphal, Manipur under Anthropogenic (Cultural) Pressures”
	

	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 primarily descriptive and lacks methodological and analytical completeness. The study period, number of samples, and sampling frequency are not specified. The research objective is not explicitly stated. Results are presented as a list of numerical values without synthetic interpretation. The language is inconsistent, with errors in units and formatting.
The abstract should explicitly state the main objective of the study and briefly outline the study design, including the sampling framework (study period, number of sites, and type of samples collected). The extensive listing of raw numerical values should be reduced and replaced by a synthesis of the main observed patterns and trends. Finally, the abstract should include a concise concluding statement (one to two sentences) summarizing the key findings and emphasizing their relevance for the management and sustainable use of lentic water resources.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Partially correct, but affected by major methodological and interpretative deficiencies.
1. Lack of a clear study design: The manuscript does not specify the number of replicates, nor does it clarify whether the reported values represent instantaneous measurements, seasonal observations, or mean values derived from repeated sampling.
2. Insufficient methodological detail: The methodology does not adequately describe the analytical procedures applied to ensure the reproducibility of the study. A more detailed description of sampling strategy, laboratory analyses, and data processing is required.
3. Absence of statistical analysis: No statistical tests, correlations, or comparative analyses among sites are presented. As a result, differences between sites remain descriptive rather than analytically supported. The term “significantly” is used without evidence of statistical testing. If statistical analyses were conducted, the specific tests applied should be clearly stated and justified in the methodology. If not, the term should be avoided altogether.
4. Speculative interpretations: Statements regarding fish kills, increased biological oxygen demand (BOD), and the proliferation of pathogenic bacteria are not supported by measured data and therefore remain speculative.
5. Inconsistencies in units and typographical errors: Several numerical and unit-related errors are present (e.g., “0.405 – 8/5 mg/l”, “8131.” reported for sediment magnesium), which raise concerns about data accuracy.
6. Non-uniform ecological classification: The ecological classification of certain macrophytes is inconsistent (e.g., Pontederia crassipes, Mart etc.), and should be revised using standardized botanical and ecological references. The scientific names of plant species should be provided consistently and in full, including the author citation (authority) at their first mention (e.g., Pontederia crassipes (Mart.) Solms), in accordance with standard botanical nomenclature guidelines. This will improve taxonomic accuracy and consistency throughout the manuscript.
7. Lack of visual and integrative analyses: The inclusion of graphical representations illustrating differences among sites (for physico-chemical parameters, sediments, plankton/macrophytes) would substantially improve data interpretation. In addition, correlation analyses could help elucidate relationships among environmental variables.
8. Inconsistent in-text citation style: References are cited inconsistently throughout the text, indicating a lack of uniform referencing standards.
9. Overstated conclusions: The conclusion states that “various economic activities by the local community have resulted in cultural stresses on the lentic water bodies.” However, no impact assessment or causal analysis was conducted to demonstrate that economic activities are the primary drivers of the observed conditions. Therefore, this statement exceeds the evidential support provided by the study and should be reformulated to reflect observed associations rather than causation.
While the reported physico-chemical values are generally plausible from a limnological perspective, the interpretations and conclusions extend beyond what can be robustly supported by the presented data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. The references are insufficient and largely outdated. The majority of cited literature predates the year 2000. Recent studies addressing key topics like eutrophication, anthropogenic pressures on freshwater systems, participatory and community-based management of small lentic water bodies are largely missing.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language quality is below the standard required for scholarly communication. Frequent grammatical errors. Archaic and redundant phrasing. Terminological inconsistency (e.g., DO vs. Dissolved Oxygen). Weak logical structure of paragraphs. 
We recommend a thorough professional language editing is mandatory.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The tables are difficult to interpret due to formatting issues, inconsistent units, and the presence of typographical and numerical errors. Table captions and column headings should be revised to ensure clarity, consistency, and self-explanatory content. In several cases, the same information is repeated without analytical synthesis, which reduces the overall readability of the results section.
The conclusions are overly general and largely repetitive of statements already presented in the discussion. They should be reformulated to more clearly reflect the actual findings of the study, avoid unsupported causal claims, and explicitly acknowledge the descriptive nature and limitations of the analysis.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
	No ethical issues identified
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