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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 enhances our comprehension of two prominent, yet understudied, tropical estuarine systems in West Africa. Through a comparative analysis of water quality, physicochemical parameters, and phytoplankton communities, it establishes essential baseline data for the Bandama (Côte d'Ivoire) and Volta (Ghana) estuaries. The implementation of multiple pollution indices, including the Trophic Index and Palmer Index, within these transboundary ecosystems provides a crucial framework for future biomonitoring initiatives concerning anthropogenic pollution and climate change effects in the area. Moreover, the significant differences in dominant algal groups (Chlorophyta/Bacillariophyta in the Volta region versus Cyanophyta in the Bandama region) offer valuable ecological insights into the localized factors influencing primary production within these vital coastal zones.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is accurate, descriptive, and covers all major aspects of the study. It clearly states the methods, subjects, and locations. However a concise suggestion is " Comparative Trophic Status and Phytoplankton Ecology of the Volta (Ghana) and Bandama (Côte d'Ivoire) Estuaries"
	

	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 generally comprehensive. However, the following suggestions are advised:
Methodology: The methods section mentions collection was carried out from February to July 2023. This seasonal window is important for context, especially in tropical environments, and should be explicitly stated in the Methodology or Aims section of the abstract.
The main results focus heavily on phytoplankton taxa and trophic indices, but the discussion highlights a crucial difference: the Bandama Estuary showed hypoxic dissolved oxygen levels (0.72 mg/L), while the Volta was well-oxygenated (6.23 mg/L). This massive difference is a key finding regarding water health and pollution mechanism and should be mentioned in the Results section of the abstract.
The current result states: "In contrast, the Black Volta shows a score of 15, indicating moderate organic pollution." However, the main text's Table 3 shows the Volta Estuary (not Black Volta, though related) having a Palmer Index of 15, while the Bandama Estuary has a score of 8 (absence of pollution). This is a crucial distinction that is contradictory to the main abstract result. The abstract states the trophic index calculated for both estuaries indicates a eutrophic environment, but then says "In contrast, the Black Volta shows a score of 15, indicating moderate organic pollution...". Kindly clarify the Bandama pollution finding in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript's scientific rigor is evident in the data presented, and the conclusions are appropriately supported by the results, as interpreted in the Discussion section.
There seems to be an inconsistency in the naming in the Results/Discussion vs. the Abstract regarding the "Black Volta." Please ensure the "Black Volta" (a river tributary) is consistently referred to as the Volta Estuary if the data pertains to the main estuarine body sampled. The Abstract uses "Black Volta" only once, which might confuse readers about whether a different site was sampled for that index.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and also includes several recent publications up to 2021 and 2022.
	

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


	The English quality is suitable for scholarly communication, with clear sentence construction and technical terminology. However, there are a few minor grammatical error that needs attention.
• Consistency: "Côte d'Ivoire" and "Ivory Coast" are both used. Use "Côte d'Ivoire" consistently.
• Typos/Grammar:
• Abstract: "In contrast, the Black Volta shows a score of 15..." -> "In contrast, the Volta Estuary shows a Palmer Index score of 15..." (As noted above, for consistency and clarity).
• Section 1 (Introduction): "Numerous studies have been carried out on phytoplanktonic algae in estuarine environments in West Africa. In Côte d'Ivoire, Arfi et al., 1981; Lemasson et al., 1981..." This list of references should be integrated into a sentence rather than listed standalone. e.g., "Numerous studies have been carried out on phytoplankton in estuarine environments in West Africa (e.g., Arfi et al., 1981; Lemasson et al., 1981, and others in Côte d'Ivoire...)."
• Section 3.4: "Water trophic status indices were calculated from species belonging to the orders Chlorococcales, Centrales, Pennales, the Cyanophyceae family, and species of the Desmidiaceae family inventoried in the estuaries." This sentence is slightly clumsy. e.g., "Water trophic status indices (A and B) were calculated using the number of species belonging to the Chlorococcales, Centrales, Pennales, Cyanophyceae, and Desmidiaceae families..."
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-structured and important comparative study. The data is clearly presented in the tables and figures, particularly the bar charts showing the massive quantitative difference in Cyanophyceae dominance in Bandama versus the more mixed abundance in Volta. The authors did an excellent job of using the figures (Fig. 4a and 4b) to highlight the quantitative differences.
Minor suggestion for presentation:
• In Figure 1, the map labels (A) and (B) are missing from the figure caption. Please ensure the caption clearly says: "Fig. 1. Sampling stations in the Bandama Estuary (A) and Volta Estuary (B)."
• In Table 3, the column header index of Palmer (Palmer, 1969) could be simplified to Palmer Index Score.
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