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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.


	The manuscript presents relevant data, both for the scientific community and for the general population. The data obtained in this study are important for scientific knowledge about aquatic macrophytes and the dynamics of the river itself. It is well written and the methodology is adequate.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.
	

	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.


	I suggest adding to the Methodology section the models used for the diversity and richness calculations that were made.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The most pertinent points are just some taxonomic details and discussions that could be improved. All suggestions were given here, in the "Optional/General Comments" thread.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I suggest the following readings:

Bornette G. & Puijalon S. (2009) Macrophytes: Ecology of Aquatic Plants. Encyclopedia of life sciences. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470015902.a0020475

Catian G., Leme F.M., Francener A., ​​Carvalho F.S., Galletti V.S., Pott A., Pott V.J., Scremin-Dias E. & Damasceno-Junior G.A. (2012). Macrophyte structure in lotic-lentic habitats from Brazilian Pantanal. Oecologia Australis, 16(4), 782–796. https://doi.org/10.4257/oeco.2012.1604.05
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. I believe that making it clear in the description of the study area in the material and methods section that the study was conducted in a lotic environment will improve the understanding of the dynamics of the data found, as this factor influences greatly in the plant composition. In lotic environments, the dynamics of the water and the type of substrate influence the composition of the aquatic macrophyte community differently.
2. Cyperus involucratus Rottb (illegitimate) is synonymous with Cyperus alternifolius L. (accepted name). For more information https://tropicos.org/home
3. It is necessary to standardize scientific names. I suggest only including the name of the author of the species in the tables and not in the text. Note that "sp." (in the genus Hydrocotyle) should not be formatted in italics.

4. I also suggest removing in this topic the section "There are three (3) species in total that differ in three (3) families and three (3) genera. The family Araliaceae has one (1) species found, which is Hydrocotyle sp.. Araceae has one (1) species found, which is Pistia stratiotes L.. The family Cyperaceae has one (1) species found, which is Cyperus involucratus Rottb." because the table is self-explanatory and does not require rewriting the information contained in it. This will improve the flow of the text.

5. “the diversity and richness of the aquatic macrophyte species found in the site were calculated below using the Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index and Margalef’s Species Richness Index.” I suggest elevating this section to the material and methods topic, since these were the methods used to calculate the diversity and richness of species. 
6. “Given that Sawaga River is a lotic ecosystem, the same study also stated that nutrients in lotic ecosystems tend to get replenished depending on the rate of flow.” I suggest discussing this issue in more depth, since lentic and lotic environments present different richness and diversity and are not equivalent for comparison. Considering that the study area is a lotic environment, this point will make the discussion more robust, providing greater security for the data found. I suggest looking for references to similar scientific works with keywords such as "biodiversity", "diversity indices", "macrophytes", "Philippines" and "river". This way, the authors will have comparative areas for discussing this excerpt. I also suggest reading what was indicated previously.
7. “Globally, the distribution of macrophytes are not linear to that of latitude. The richness of macrophytes tend to be high at subtropical regions and low tropical latitudes. Meanwhile, it decreases in regions neighboring the equator like the Philippines, and more significantly in high latitudinal areas. Given this, it can be said that it is attributed to factors such as climate variability and the availability of their corresponding habitats (Murphy et. al., 2019).” I think being attentive is needed regarding this statement. Chambers et al. (2008) carry out comparisons between bioregions and indicate that the diversity of vascular macrophytes for the tropics is higher than for other regions, even though the subtropics present great richness. Furthermore, Murphy et al. (2019) demonstrate that there is indeed a non-linear latitude-diversity gradient for macrophytes, reaching its peaks in the subtropics. But it is not despairing that the world's hotspots richest in macrophyte diversity are found in the Neotropics (tropical region).
8. “The conservation status of the identified aquatic macrophytes in Sawaga River are listed below” indicate Table 3.

9. “This states that all the identified species are not significantly at risk of endangerment or currently facing extinction, and they generally exist in a wider population across their distribution.” What is the distribution of these species? Cosmopolitan? It would be enriching to delimit this at this point in the manuscript.

10. “In the case study by Du et. al. (2022), the level of competitiveness of the invasive species Phragmites australis and the endemic species Triarrhena lutarioriparia were compared. The study concluded that they outcompete each other in various environmental instances. This indicates that widespread macrophyte species, especially those invasive, tend to exhibit a high level of competitiveness in the ecosystem, allowing them to coexist or even dominate over endemic species.” This information appears to be out of place in the manuscript. No species has been determined as exotic so far. This raises the question: were no exotic species found? If so, write briefly about it, if not, also write a sentence about it.

11. “The Hydrocotyle species is considered invasive, particularly the species Hydrocotyle ranunculoides, in which it forms dense mats and has interconnected ramets that help it dominate aquatic ecosystems (Djeddour, 2022).” Be mindful here again. Hydrocotyle was identified at the genus level. I suggest rewriting this sentence. Suggestion: Djeddour (2022) found that the species Hydrocotyle ranunculoides can be invasive by forming dense mats and having interconnected ramets that help it dominate aquatic ecosystems. The same was observed in the present study with Hydrocotyle sp.
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