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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 manuscript significantly contributes to the scientific understanding of phytoremediation by documenting the diversity and pollution-mitigating potential of aquatic macrophytes in the industrial zones of Jajpur district, Odisha, India. It provides valuable data on 23 aquatic plant species and their bioremediation capabilities, addressing a critical gap in regional studies on pollution-preventing plants. The study’s emphasis on ecological indices like Shannon-Wiener and Simpson’s Diversity Indices enhances its scientific rigor, offering insights into biodiversity and ecosystem stability. These findings support the development of sustainable environmental management strategies, particularly in industrial areas facing heavy metal and pollutant contamination.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the study’s focus on pollution-preventing aquatic macrophytes in a specific region (Jajpur District, Odisha). However, it could be made more concise for clarity.


	

	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 mostly comprehensive, summarizing the study’s objectives, methods, results, and implications. It effectively highlights the number of species identified, diversity indices, and the ecological and economic roles of the plants. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the specific types of pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, dyes) addressed by the plants to clarify their phytoremediation potential. 

Suggestion: Add a sentence specifying key pollutants (e.g., “These plants mitigate heavy metals, dyes, and pharmaceuticals, enhancing water quality.”). Additionally, the abstract could briefly note the study’s conservation recommendations to strengthen its call to action.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a clear methodology, robust data collection, and appropriate use of ecological indices (Shannon-Wiener and Simpson’s Diversity Indices) to assess biodiversity. The phytoremediation potential is supported by references to prior studies, and the classification of plants by habitat (e.g., free-floating, submerged) is consistent with ecological standards. However, minor issues include:

· Inconsistent formatting in the reference section (e.g., some references lack full details or have typographical errors).

· The statistical analysis section could clarify how species proportions (pᵢ) were calculated, as it seems based on species count rather than individual abundance, which may affect the accuracy of diversity indices.

· Some claims about phytoremediation efficacy (e.g., specific pollutant removal capacities) could be better supported with quantitative data from the study area rather than relying solely on literature.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, covering a broad range of studies on phytoremediation and aquatic plant ecology, with citations from 2004 to 2023, indicating a mix of recent and foundational works. However, some references are slightly outdated (e.g., Haines, 1921), and more recent studies (post-2020) could strengthen the manuscript’s relevance. 


	

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


	The language is generally suitable but requires minor improvements for clarity and scholarly tone. Some sentences are overly long or lack precision (e.g., “The unwanted plants having uncontrolled growth in aquatic ecosystem are called aquatic weeds which brings devasting effect”). Grammatical errors and awkward phrasing (e.g., “mushrooming of industries”) appear occasionally. Recommendation: A thorough proofreading and editing for conciseness, grammar, and consistency (e.g., standardize terms like “hydrophytes” vs. “aquatic plants”) would enhance readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	 The manuscript is well-structured, with clear sections for methodology, results, and discussion. The inclusion of tables and figures effectively supports the findings. 

 The study could benefit from discussing specific challenges in implementing phytoremediation in the study area (e.g., industrial resistance, scalability, or plant maintenance). 

 Adding a map or diagram of the study area’s aquatic habitats would improve the manuscript’s visual appeal and context.
The manuscript is scientifically robust, with clear objectives, methodology, and results. It provides valuable data on phytoremediation and biodiversity in an understudied region. However, minor revisions are needed to address language issues, clarify statistical methods, update references, and enhance the abstract’s specificity. These improvements will elevate the manuscript’s clarity and impact for publication
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