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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.


	This manuscript is important as it provides valuable data on how agricultural runoff contributes to nutrient pollution and eutrophication in Otuoke, Bayelsa State. The findings help improve understanding of water quality issues, support sustainable agricultural practices, and guide policymakers in managing environmental impacts. It also contributes to global efforts toward protecting aquatic ecosystems and achieving clean water goals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Nutrient Enrichment and Eutrophication Potential of Agricultural Runoff in Otuoke, Bayelsa State” is clear, concise, and relevant to the study’s objectives. It accurately reflects the key aspects of the research—nutrient enrichment and eutrophication potential—while specifying the study area. However, for better scientific precision and improved readability, the authors may consider a slight revision such as “Assessment of Nutrient Loading and Eutrophication Risk from Agricultural Runoff in Otuoke, Bayelsa State.” This alternative more clearly emphasizes the analytical and evaluative nature of the research. Overall, the title is appropriate and effectively represents the manuscript’s content.
	

	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 comprehensive and clearly presents the study’s aim, methods, and key findings. However, it can be improved by reducing excessive numerical data, correcting minor grammatical issues, and adding a brief statement on the study’s significance for water management or policy. Overall, it effectively summarizes the research but would benefit from slight refinement for clarity and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. The study design, including sampling across upstream, midstream, and downstream stations, is appropriate for assessing spatial variations in nutrient enrichment and eutrophication potential. The use of standard analytical procedures (APHA, 2017) and reliable instruments such as the Hanna multi-parameter probe and Shimadzu spectrophotometer supports the validity of the data. The interpretation of results is logical, linking nutrient loading to increased algal growth and reduced dissolved oxygen levels.

However, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer explanation of statistical methods used for correlation analysis and data validation. Including error margins or standard deviations for measured parameters would further strengthen the scientific rigor. Overall, the study is scientifically correct and contributes valuable knowledge on nutrient dynamics in agricultural runoff.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript appear relevant and appropriate to the study’s focus on nutrient enrichment, eutrophication, and agricultural runoff. However, the adequacy and recency of the references should be carefully checked. It is recommended that more recent studies (from 2018 onward) be included to strengthen the discussion and align the work with current research trends in water quality and eutrophication assessment.


	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally clear and understandable English, and the scientific ideas are well communicated. However, there are some minor grammatical errors, redundant phrases, and occasional awkward sentence structures that could be improved for smoother readability. With minor editing for grammar, punctuation, and style, the manuscript will meet the standards of scholarly communication. Overall, the language quality is acceptable but would benefit from light professional proofreading to enhance clarity and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically sound, well-structured, and addresses an important environmental issue. However, minor revisions are recommended to improve clarity and readability, such as:

Reducing excessive numerical details in the abstract.

Refining language and correcting minor grammatical errors.

Including a brief statement on the significance or implications of the study.

Updating references with more recent literature (2018 onward) where appropriate.

Once these minor adjustments are made, the manuscript will be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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