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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

[bookmark: _vovbytejfi53]
	
	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 addresses a critical ecological concern by exploring the direct relationships between surface water pollution and the structural dynamics of aquatic macrophyte communities in the Valsad district of Gujarat, India. Wetlands function as essential "biological supermarkets," and understanding how anthropogenic pollution alters their native flora is vital for sustaining regional biodiversity and water quality. By identifying specific indicator families (such as Araceae) and examining species-specific tolerances (e.g., Eichhornia crassipes vs. Ceratophyllum demersum), this research provides valuable, site-specific data that can actively support lake restoration programs and green bioremediation strategies. Consequently, the study offers significant practical and theoretical insights of clear value to the broader scientific community working in agricultural engineering, aquatic ecology, and environmental management. 
	




PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

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

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. 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
	3
	





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.
	No

Influence of Water Pollution on the Phytosociological Characteristics of Aquatic Macrophytes in Lakes of Valsad District, Gujarat, India.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive and structured logically. To improve its scholarly impact, the author should include the exact Shannon’s Index values (3.277 for Group X vs. 3.574 for Group Y) directly within the text of the abstract
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The baseline data and ecological classifications are scientifically sound, but the manuscript exhibits major structural issues regarding its statistical reporting:  
​Statistical Text Fragments: There are loose blocks of instructional text under Section 3 (e.g., "ANOVA: Used to test for significant differences... Pearson’s or Spearman’s Correlation Analysis: Used to determine..."). These look like template prompts or analytical notes rather than actual results. The author must either remove these placeholders or provide the calculated F-statistics, p-values, and correlation coefficients (\mathit{r}) to justify their inclusion.  
​Figure Clarity: Figure 4 and Figure 5 (CCA Biplot) are highly condensed and visual markers overlap heavily. In Section 3, the text states: "Table 2 showed inter-set correlations which is derived from the canonical correspondence analysis (CCA)." However, Table 2 actually lists the Mean values ± SE of the water variables (Turbidity, Temperature, pH, etc.) and does not contain the inter-set correlation coefficients from the CCA. This major discrepancy must be resolved by adding the actual CCA correlation table or fixing the text reference.  
​Heavy Metal Quantification: The text notes that heavy metals were absent or below detection limits (N.D.) in the non-polluted wetland, while present in the polluted site. However, in Table 2, the values for Iron (Fe), Zinc (Zn), and Nickel (Ni) in the polluted column are extremely low (e.g., 0.12–0.13 mg/L). These values represent standard trace levels rather than heavy industrial toxic contamination. The authors should clarify if sediment testing was conducted, as macrophytes often store metals in roots rather than keeping high concentrations in the water column.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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
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