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	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 contributes essential baseline information on algal diversity and seasonal community dynamics in the Kopili River, a system that has received limited scientific attention despite significant ecological pressures. By integrating biodiversity assessment with physico-chemical analysis, the study offers valuable empirical evidence on how monsoonal hydrology and localized anthropogenic stressors shape aquatic communities. These findings strengthen current understanding of algae as sensitive bioindicators and provide a scientific foundation for designing more effective watershed management and conservation strategies. The dataset and insights generated here will support future ecological monitoring, comparative studies in tropical river systems, and policy-relevant environmental assessment efforts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Seasonal Variation in Algal Community Structure in Kopili River, Assam, India” is clear, accurate, and reflects the core focus of the study. However, if you want a title that is more impactful, emphasizes the ecological or management significance, or aligns more strongly with biodiversity and bioindicator research, the following alternatives may be considered: “Seasonal Dynamics of Algal Communities in the Kopili River, Northeast India, Under Environmental and Anthropogenic Stressors”
	

	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.


	Assessment of Abstract

Overall, the abstract is clear and informative, and it covers the essential components: aim, methodology, main results, and interpretation. It already communicates the purpose of the study and highlights key findings such as seasonal variation, dominant algal groups, and anthropogenic influences.

However, for a scientific journal, the abstract can be made more comprehensive, more analytical, and more aligned with standard abstract structure. Several details are present but some important elements are either missing or could be sharpened for clarity and impact.

Suggestions for Improvement

1. Strengthen the Aim & Context

· Add a brief justification about why studying algal diversity in the Kopili River is important (e.g., lack of baseline data, ecological significance).

· A single sentence establishing the knowledge gap will increase the abstract’s scientific contribution.

2. Clarify the Methodology

· Methodology is mentioned, but overly detailed (e.g., listing too many parameters or repeating that “standard procedures were followed”).

· Consider summarizing methods more concisely (e.g., “Algal samples and water quality parameters were monitored monthly across three sites for one year.”).

3. Expand the Key Results

· Include quantitative indicators where possible (e.g., diversity index values, number of classes or families).

· Highlight spatial differences among sites, since the manuscript strongly emphasizes this.

4. Improve the Interpretation

· Add explicit statements connecting the results to broader ecological implications (e.g., usefulness of algae as bioindicators, impact of human activities, relevance for watershed management).

5. Remove Redundant Phrases

· The statement “Standard procedures were followed” adds no information.

· Avoid repeating simple facts already understood (e.g., “three selected sites” → specify main characteristics instead).

6. Optional: Add a Closing Impact Sentence

Most journals prefer a final sentence addressing the scientific or management implications.
For example:
“Findings provide essential baseline data to support long-term ecological monitoring and conservation planning for the Kopili River.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct and provides a sound study on the algal community of the Kopili River. The scientific validity is supported by the following factors:

1. Clear Objectives and Methodology

2. Ecologically Consistent Results

3. Logical Interpretation of Variation

4. Evidence of Anthropogenic Impact

5. Validation of Bioindicators
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references listed in the manuscript appear to be sufficient to support the claims, methodology, and interpretations. They also demonstrate a strong foundation in both classical and recent ecological literature. However, it would be preferable to replace references older than 10 years, as this is essential for maintaining up-to-date references.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication.

The text is generally clear, follows standard academic structure (Abstract, Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results and Discussion, Conclusion), and uses appropriate scientific terminology (e.g., Bacillariophyceae, anthropogenic activities, Shannon–Wiener index, eutrophication).

However, as is common in scientific writing, there are a few minor instances of non-standard phrasing or typographical inconsistencies that a final copyedit could correct for polish, but they do not impede understanding or undermine the scholarly nature of the communication.

Minor Polish Suggestions (Example Instances):

Punctuation/Formatting: The inclusion of extra symbols or slight formatting errors in the reference list  or the occasional comma splice in running text.

Word Choice/Flow: Occasional sentences could be rephrased for tighter academic style (e.g., minor redundancy in some descriptions).

Despite these minor points, the manuscript successfully conveys complex scientific information and data clearly and accurately, making it suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript is a strong and important baseline study on algal diversity and dynamics in the underrepresented Kopili River, where the main findings are highly ecologically relevant. This study successfully documented 64 algal species and used sound scientific methodology (including seasonal diversity analysis and Spearman correlation) to demonstrate that algae serve as effective bioindicators of the significant impacts of anthropogenic activities such as sand mining and domestic waste disposal in the region. While the overall English quality meets scientific communication standards, minor revisions for grammatical polishing and formatting consistency (especially in the bibliography and table notation) would further enhance the manuscript before publication.

The manuscript is scientifically sound and makes a significant contribution (original baseline data, effective use of bioindicators). The revisions required are primarily for polish, clarity, and minor enhancements:Adding explicit statistical significance (e.g., p-values) to correlation discussions.Ensuring figure clarity (visual support for seasonal variation).Minor language editing and formatting consistency.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript is ethically sound in its approach, provided that the authors adhered to standard protocols for scientific integrity (no data fabrication or plagiarism) and obtained the necessary permissions for fieldwork. There are no inherent ethical red flags in the topic or methodology presented.
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