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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 study focuses on the ecological significance of aquatic macrophytes in industrial freshwater habitats of Jajpur District, Odisha. The species diversity documentation and relation to pollution mitigation potential will provide baseline data for regional conservation and phytoremediation strategies. It also contributes to a broader understanding of nature-based solutions for pollution control and helps in future ecological and environmental policy planning. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Here is the suggested alternative title for a more concise and specific study: 

Assessment of Pollution-Mitigating Aquatic Macrophytes in Industrial Freshwater Habitats of Jajpur District, Odisha
	

	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 summarizes the study’s aim, methods, key findings, and significance reasonably.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is relevant and potentially valuable, but several areas need improvement for scientific clarity and strength. My suggestions are as follows:
For the Introduction
· The current structure jumps between unrelated topics (pollution, phytoremediation, aquatic weeds, biodiversity) without smooth transitions. I recommend reorganizing it to follow a clearer progression from general pollution problems to a specific focus on heavy metals, then phytoremediation, aquatic macrophytes, and finally the research gap.

· Some expressions are too informal for scholarly writing, such as “gifts by nature” or “mushrooming of industries”. These should be revised using more accurate scientific terms like “ecologically significant habitats” or “rapid industrial expansion”.
· The section repeats points about pollution sources and toxic metal buildup multiple times. These could be streamlined for clarity and to avoid losing the reader’s focus.

· The aim of the study is not clearly defined in the introduction. I suggest ending the introduction with a strong statement of the research question or objective to guide the reader.
For the Discussion

· The discussion reads more like a repetition of the results rather than an interpretation of them. There should be more critical analysis of what the diversity values mean ecologically, especially in the context of pollution and plant community resilience.

· There is no mention of previous studies or supporting literature, which makes it hard to understand how these results compare to or build upon past work. Including such comparisons would greatly strengthen the discussion.

· The manuscript makes broad claims about the ecological role and pollutant tolerance of the observed plants, but without any data or references to support these claims. These statements should either be justified with citations or be more cautiously worded.

· There’s no mention of limitations, such as lack of direct pollution data or seasonal variability, which is important to include in any ecological field study.

· The suggestion for future research is too general. It would be more helpful to recommend specific next steps, like experimental testing of pollutant uptake or analysis of species tolerance thresholds.

· Lastly, it would strengthen the impact of the paper to mention how these findings might inform local conservation strategies, aquatic plant management, or pollution mitigation practices.
For the Conclusion

· The conclusion is too general and largely restates background information on pollution and phytoremediation instead of focusing on the key findings of this study.

· There is little to no mention of the actual results (e.g., the diversity indices, dominant species, plant categories observed in Jajpur). A strong conclusion should briefly summarize the main findings and their relevance rather than restating broad claims about phytoremediation in general.

· Statements like “applications of these hydrophytes are extensively discussed” are not accurate. The discussion does not extensively explore applications, nor does the study test phytoremediation functionality.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript lacks sufficient recent references. Many citations are over a decade old, with little reference to current (post-2015) studies in phytoremediation, aquatic plant ecology, or pollution in freshwater ecosystems. It is strongly recommended to include more recent literature to support key claims and provide up-to-date context. Authors may consider citing recent regional or global studies on phytoremediation and aquatic biodiversity under pollution stress.
	

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


	The manuscript requires language revision to meet scholarly standards since there are issues with sentence clarity, grammar, flow, and spelling. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript formatting needs attention. There are inconsistencies in font type, font size, italics, and section styling throughout the paper. A thorough format revision is recommended to meet journal guidelines and improve visual clarity.

· Table 1 is currently too compact and difficult to read in portrait layout. I suggest converting it to landscape orientation to better accommodate the data and enhance readability.

· The reference formatting should be standardized. Some references in the list do not appear to be cited in the text, and in several places, the citation year in-text does not match the year listed in the reference section. Please cross-check all citations for accuracy and consistency.

· Minor language and grammar corrections are needed throughout the manuscript. While the core ideas are understandable, a careful proofreading or professional language editing would improve clarity and fluency.
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