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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.


	The manuscript presents very important information about natural and artificial environments in peri-urban locations. The characterization of these environments is very important for the locality and for deepening knowledge. The richness of species and contextualization reported should be taken into consideration even in local public policies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	An alternative title: Composition of Photosynthetic Organisms and Ecological Impacts of Noxious Species in Wetlands of Gautam Buddha Nagar, UP, India.
	

	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.


	In the abstract and throughout the manuscript, there is a problem with the classification of the organisms studied. I recommend updating the taxonomic nomenclature of aquatic photosynthetic organisms ("lower plants") to reflect current molecular phylogeny. The designation of "divisions" of algae and the treatment of Cyanobacteria as "algae" are outdated. I suggest that the groups be revised to the phylogenetically correct terms. Specifically, Chlorophyta and Charophyta should be cited as Phyla of the Kingdom Plantae (or Viridiplantae, along with the "higher plants" as Embryophytes), while Cyanobacteria should be treated as Domain Bacteria, and Euglenophyta (Euglenid) and Heterokontophyta (Stramenopiles) as distinct lineages of Protists, according to modern classification systems. The use of these classifications (e.g., Stramenopiles, Euglenid) aligns the manuscript with cutting-edge scientific literature, including the most recent eukaryotic taxonomy (Adl et al., 2019) and foundational texts in plant biology (Raven et al., 2013).
Adl, S. M., Bass, D., Lane, C. E. et al. (2019). Revisions to the Classification, Nomenclature, and Diversity of Eukaryotes. Journal of Eukaryotic Microbiology, 66(1), 4-119.

Raven, P. H., Evert, R. F., & Eichhorn, S. E. (2013). Biology of Plants (8th ed.). New York: W. H. Freeman.

Furthermore, it is important to also indicate in the abstract which/how many species are exotic to the inventoried localities.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No. I recommend updating the taxonomic nomenclature of aquatic photosynthetic organisms to reflect current molecular phylogeny. The designation of "divisions" of algae and the treatment of cyanobacteria as "algae" are outdated. I suggest that the groups be revised to the phylogenetically correct terms. Specifically, Chlorophyta and Charophyta should be cited as phyla of the Kingdom Plantae (or Viridiplantae, along with the "higher plants" as Embryophytes), while cyanobacteria should be treated as Domain Bacteria, and Euglenophyta (Euglenid) and Heterokontophyta (Stramenopiles) as distinct lineages of protists, according to modern classification systems. The use of these classifications (e.g., Stramenopiles, Euglenid) aligns the manuscript with cutting-edge scientific literature, including the most recent eukaryotic taxonomy (Adl et al., 2019) and fundamental texts in plant biology (Raven et al., 2013).

Furthermore, the entire text lacks bibliographic references, from each paragraph of the introduction to the end of the discussion. Although most paragraphs contain information of common knowledge, there is a need to establish a scientific connection with what is being said. Several previously conducted studies corroborate the inferences made throughout the manuscript, and these need to be cited carefully. Sources must be cited for each piece of information presented.
2. MATERIAL AND METHODS

2.1 STUDY AREA

“The study area, encompassing Chithara (including SNU campus), Bodaki and Beel Akbarpur villages within the district of Gautam Buddha Nagar in western Uttar Pradesh, lies in the eastern part of Delhi NCR.”

Review Comment: Enter geographic coordinates.

"The district is home to approximately 4,153 ha of wetland area, both natural as well as man-made. Many of them are spectacular (like Surajpur bird sanctuary) habitats for birds, amphibians and reptiles and several herbivores."

Review Comment: Reference required.

“Along with rivers and streams (24.87%), natural wetlands include lakes/ponds (17.29%), waterlogged areas (6.65%), and oxbow lakes (Murthy et al., 2013). Man-made wetlands include waterlogged areas, reservoirs, and tanks/ponds.”

Review Comment: Are these values ​​related to the total territory? Please clarify. What percentage of the area is represented by artificial areas? Is there a forecast?

“Fig. 1. Google map showing study sites: Chithara, Beel Akbarpur and Bodaki”

Review Comment: The caption for Figure 1 should come before the figure.

“Surrounded by numerous man-made and natural wetlands, agricultural fields, and wild plant growth, the study sites boast rich biodiversity, including phytoplankton.”

Review Comment: Is there a reference that confirms this information?

“Beel Akbarpur features various water bodies such as ponds, fish culture ponds, and agricultural fields, alongside a bird sanctuary.”

Review Comment: Do the other areas not present these same characteristics? Why were they not characterized? This also lacks a bibliographic reference.

“Fig. 2. General appearance of water bodies: A) Chithara; B) Beel Akbarpur; C) Bodaki”

Review Comment: Review the formatting of the image captions to ensure they comply with the journal's guidelines.

"The climate of the study area is typically monsoonal, characterized by three distinct seasons: summer (March to mid-June), rainy (mid-June to September), and winter (October to February). The hottest month is June, with an average temperature of 32.85ºC, followed by May at 31.9ºC. January is the coldest month, with an average temperature of 14.2ºC, followed by December at 15.4ºC (Joshi 2008-2009). mg/l.”

Review Comment: The Köppen-Geiger classification is the most widely accepted and globally used system in studies of ecology, biogeography, and climatology. Using it allows readers from anywhere in the world to immediately understand the climatic characteristics of the study area. The Gautam Buddha Nagar area (including Chithara, Beel Akbarpur, and Bodaki), which is part of the Delhi/National Capital Region (NCR), is classified, according to the Köppen-Geiger system, as having a temperate climate, with dry winters and hot summers.

Kottek, M.; Grieser, J.; Beck, C.; Rudolf, B.; Rubel, F. World map of the Köppen-Geiger climate classification updated. Meteorologische Zeitschrift, n. 15, p. 259-263, 2006.

Beck, H. E., Zimmermann, N. E., McVicar, T. R., Vergopolan, N., Berg, A., & Wood, E. F. (2018). Present and future Köppen–Geiger climate classification maps at 1-km resolution. Scientific Data, 5(1), 180214.

Keep Joshi (2008-2009) for more detailed characteristics. Including at the end of the paragraph, after all other information.

2.2.1 Methodology

“Plant parts as well as floating, submerged, macrophytes were also collected.”

Review Comment: What were the collection methods? Where was the collected material deposited? I suggest including in a table the reference for the voucher specimens or reference material, along with their respective voucher numbers, for all organisms involved or examined in the study.

“Identification was mainly based on Deshikachary (1959), Karthick et al. (2013), online resources like Algae Base, etc.”

Review Comment: List all databases used. Do not use “etc.”

To achieve the objective “a survey of local wetlands and water bodies, using algae and macrophytes as ecological indicators to assess their health,” I suggest, if possible and ideally, the following additional statistical analyses:

1. Calculation of Biotic Pollution Indices using the suggested method, the Pollution-Tolerance Index (Palmer, 1969).

Palmer, C. M. (1969). A composite rating of algae tolerating organic pollution. Journal of Phycology, 5(1), 78–82.

2. Comparison of the floristic structure of ecosystems. Non-Metric Multidimensional Scaling (NMDS) and Similarity Analysis (ANOSIM/PERMANOVA). NMDS is an ordination technique that plots the similarity of species composition (macrophytes, algae, and cyanobacteria) on a graph. Nearby locations are similar; distant locations are different. ANOSIM/PERMANOVA statistically tests whether the groupings seen in the NMDS (the three locations) are significantly different from each other.

Legendre, P. and Legendre, L. (2012) Numerical Ecology, Developments in Environmental Modelling. 3rd Edition, Elsevier, Amsterdam, 419.

Anderson, M.J. (2017) Permutational Multivariate Analysis of Variance (PERMANOVA). In: Balakrishnan, N., Colton, T., Everitt, B., Piegorsch, W., Ruggeri, F. and Teugels, J.L., Eds., Wiley StatsRef: Statistics Reference Online, John Wiley & Sons, Ltd., Hoboken, NJ, 1-15.

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118445112.stat07841
“THERE IS HABITAT DIVERSITY SUCH AS NATURAL WATER BODIES, RICE FIELDS, MANMADE WATER BODIES AND DIFFERENT TYPES OF MACROPHYTES (FLOATING, SUBMERGED, EMERGENT MACROPHYTES), BECAUSE OF THAT ALGAL DIVERSITY IS ALSO HIGH.”

Review Comment: On what basis was this conclusion reached? There is no reference in this excerpt that compares it with other areas to conclude that these are the reasons for the high algal diversity found. You only need to include references to lend weight to this discussion.

“LIGHT, TEMPERATURE, NUTRIENTS AND DISTURBANCES PLAY AN IMPORTANT ROLE IN THE GROWTH OF DIFFERENT ALGAL SPECIES.”

Review Comment: Needs a reference.

“DUE TO EXCESSIVE ALGAL GROWTH OR ‘ALGAL BLOOM’ (FIG. 2B) AQUATIC SYSTEM MAY EXPERIENCE CHANGES IN THE APPEARANCE, AND ODOR ISSUE, AND SUMMER KILL OR FISH KILL.”

Review Comment: Was this phenomenon observed in the investigated locations? If not, it lacks a bibliographic reference to confirm this is a consequence, as the statement is ambiguous.

“FISH KILL EVENT IS COMMON IN MANY WATER BODIES IN INDIA.”

Review Comment: Lacks a reference.

“THE MICROSCOPIC IMAGES OF SELECTED ALGAL GENUS FROM THE STUDY SITES ARE PROVIDED IN FIG. 3.”

Review Comment: Check the journal's rules on how to cite “Figures” within the text, confirm if it should indeed be abbreviated (e.g., Fig. or Figure). This comment applies to all figures cited throughout the manuscript.

“THE PRESENCE OF CERTAIN ALGAE IS AN IMPORTANT INDICATOR OF WATER QUALITY (TABLE 2). FOR E.G., EUGLENA AND SCENEDESMUS INDICATE HIGH LEVEL OF POLLUTION (PALMER, 1969) (TABLE 3). DIFFERENT ALGAL GENERA INDICATE THE TROPHIC STATUS OF AQUATIC SYSTEMS (REYNOLDS, 1997). CERTAIN GENERA FOUND AT THESE STUDY SITES SUGGEST EUTROPHIC CONDITIONS, SUCH AS ANABAENA, EUDORINA, PANDORINA, STAURASTRUM, FRAGILARIA, CHLORELLA, MONORAPHIDIUM, CYLINDROSPERMUM, EUGLENA, PEDIASTRUM, AND SCENEDESMUS (TABLE 4).”

Review Comment: This is confusing. Table 2 shows the algae found in the current study. Table 3 shows the algae classified by Palmer (1969) as pollution bioindicators. Table 4 shows the algae classified by Reynolds (1997) as pollution bioindicators. With the exception of Lyngbya sp., all species present in Table 2 are present in Tables 3 and 4. Thus, I suggest merging everything into a single table with columns showing that the references [Palmer (1969) and Reynolds (1997)] indicate that such species are bioindicators of polluted environments.

“OUT OF 35 HIGHER PLANTS, SIX WERE SUBMERGED, SEVEN WERE FREE-FLOATING TO FLOATING-LEAVED, AND 22 WERE EMERGENT PLANTS (FIG. 4). WITH 7 SPECIES, POACEAE WAS MOST DOMINANT FOLLOWED BY ARACEAE (3 SPECIES); OVERALL, FIVE ADDITIONAL FAMILIES EACH HAD TWO SPECIES, AND THE REMAINING 15 FAMILIES EACH HAD ONE SPECIES.”

Review Comment: This information could be in Table 5, indicating which species exhibits which life form. I suggest checking “Table 2” from the article Silva CP, Dutra Junior DLS, Machado DNS, Barros AAM, Pontes JAL. Structure and floristics of the plant community in Lagoa do São Bento, Maricá, Rio de Janeiro state, Brazil. Rodriguésia 2023; 74:1-27. DOI: 10.1590/2175-7860202374007. Furthermore, I suggest organizing all the tables in the current study in a similar manner to the cited article, where the family is in the first column, genus/species in the second, followed by the other information. This will make the tables clearer and better organized with their important information.

“MAJOR NOXIOUS WEEDS OF WETLANDS THE FIELD OBSERVATION DURING THE STUDY SUGGESTS THAT FIVE MAJOR NOXIOUS WEEDS OF WETLANDS WERE ALTERNANTHERA PHILOXEROIDES, EICHHORNIA CRASSIPES, PISTIA STRATIOITES, PHRAGMITES KARKA AND TYPHA DOMINGENSIS (FIG. 5).”

Review Comment: Why are these plants noxious? Are they exotic? Is there a reference that points to their harm? No methodology was applied to characterize these plants as noxious. This interpretation is based only on field observation. This is not a problem, but it needs to be clearly specified in the methodology section. I suggest reading the article Silva et al. (2023). Furthermore, the scientific names of the species need to comply with the rules of botanical nomenclature (e.g., italics, author citation rules) when cited in the following topics.

“1. ALTERNANTHERA PHILOXEROIDES (COMMON NAME: ALLIGATOR WEED) ALLIGATOR WEED IS A PERENNIAL AQUATIC ALIEN PLANT, FLOATING AT THE WATER SURFACE”

Review Comment: Lacks a reference for this claim. Is it an exotic species? Reference needed.

“IT IS AMONG THE MOST NOTORIOUS WEEDS, REPRODUCING THROUGH VEGETATIVE REPRODUCTION, AND HAS BECOME MAJOR THREATS TO WETLANDS.”

Review Comment: Why has this species become a ** major threat** to wetlands? This needs to be better explained. Does it compete with other native species? This is a very important key point in the manuscript and enhances it. Make these topics as clear as possible.

“WATER HYACINTH IS A FREE-FLOATING HERB THAT FLOATS ON THE WATER SURFACE. THE NATIVE OF TROPICAL AMERICA, WATER HYACINTH IS GENERALLY REGARDED AS THE MOST TROUBLESOME WEED OF FRESHWATER SYSTEM INCLUDING WETLANDS IN AFRICA, AUSTRALIA, INDIA AND MANY OTHER COUNTRIES.”

Review Comment: Again lacks references to confirm these claims. Is it an exotic species?

“IT GROWS BEST IN SHALLOW AQUATIC ECOSYSTEMS MOSTLY IN LENTIC WATER BODIES.”

Review Comment: Lacks references.

“THE WATER HYACINTH INFESTATION WAS SEEN COVERING ENTIRE WATER BODIES IN SOME WETLANDS IN THE STUDY AREA, CAUSING A SEVERE RISK TO THE FLORA AND FAUNA OF THE WETLANDS.”

Review Comment: What risks are these? It is essential to have this well-described, as it is a very important point in the manuscript.

“HOWEVER, IF IT IS UTILIZED POSITIVELY, IT HAS SOME BENEFICIAL ATTRIBUTES LIKE PRODUCTION OF PAPER AND FERTILIZER, GENERATION OF BIOGAS, AND IN PHYTOREMEDIATION IN CLEANING OF WASTEWATER.”

Review Comment: This was not observed in the study. Again, it only lacks a bibliographic reference to confirm this claim.

“HOWEVER, IT ALSO CREATES A MICROHABITAT TO SEVERAL MACROPHYTES.”

Review Comment: Lacks a reference.

“SEVERAL WETLANDS IN CHITHARA AND BODAKI WERE FOUND WITH AGGRESSIVE GROWTH OF WATER HYACINTH.”

Review Comment: Why is the growth considered aggressive? Explain better.

“3. PISTIA STRATIOITES (WATER CABBAGE) WATER CABBAGE, A FREE-FLOATING AQUATIC HERB, IS GENERALLY FOUND GROWING GREGARIOUSLY IN WETLANDS, PONDS, DITCHES, AND OTHER AQUATIC BODIES.”

Review Comment: Lacks bibliographic reference.

“DUE TO ITS ATTRACTIVE LOOK, P. STRATIOITES IS OFTEN GROWN AS AN ORNAMENTAL IN AQUARIA AND GARDENS.”

Review Comment: Lacks bibliographic reference.

“ONCE ESTABLISHED, IT COVERS THE WHOLE SURFACE OF THE WATER, STOPS OXYGEN DIFFUSION, AND CAUSES FISH AND OTHER AQUATIC LIFE TO BE IN DANGER.”

Review Comment: Lacks bibliographic reference.

“IT IS FOUND THROUGHOUT THE TROPICS AND SUBTROPICS.”

Review Comment: Lacks bibliographic reference. Is it considered an exotic species in the study area?

“BEEL AKBARPUR AND CHITHARA SHOW DENSE MATS OF WATER CABBAGE IN SEVERAL WETLANDS.”

Review Comment: Pistia stratioites is a perennial species, naturally undergoing cycles of expansion and population decrease. It is an opportunistic species, as it occurs in eutrophic areas, but there is a need to verify these conditions for such claims.

“IT IS A COMMON WETLAND GRASS FOUND THROUGHOUT INDIA.”

Review Comment: Lacks bibliographic reference.

“THE PLANT SHOWS AGGRESSIVE GROWTH THROUGH THEIR CREEPING RHIZOME AND IS CONSIDERED ONE OF THE MOST PRODUCTIVE SPECIES OF WETLAND ECOSYSTEMS.”

Review Comment: Where did the information that this species is aggressive and highly productive in wetlands come from? Again, for the statement to make sense, a bibliographic reference must be included.

“THE PLANT IS CAPABLE OF REMOVING POTENTIALLY HARMFUL HEAVY METALS FROM AQUATIC SYSTEMS, AND DUE TO THIS, IT IS ASSUMED TO BE PROMISING FOR SUSTAINABLE USE IN MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER OR SEWAGE TREATMENT FOLLOWING THE HORIZONTAL SUBSURFACE FLOW CONSTRUCTED WETLANDS.”

Review Comment: Needs a reference to confirm the claim. A question arose: if this species can positively aid the environment, as claimed in the excerpt, why is it being considered a “noxious plant”? The same applies to Eichhornia crassipes.

“IT IS A 2-3 M HIGH RHIZOMATOUS HERB WITH LONG LEAVES; ABUNDANT IN MARSHY AREAS, ALONG THE BANK OF WETLAND. THE PLANT SPREADS RAPIDLY THROUGH THE UNDERGROUND FLESHY STEMS (RHIZOMES) AND FORMS MONODOMINANT VEGETATION.”

Review Comment: Lacks references.

“T. DOMINGENSIS, AN EMERGENT MACROPHYTE, HAS A GREAT ECOLOGICAL ROLE IN THE ENVIRONMENT AND HAS BEEN FOUND TO BE EFFECTIVE IN REMOVING HEAVY METALS SUCH AS PB, CU, ZN, ETC., IN POLLUTED WATER. PLANT HAS CAPACITY TO ACCUMULATE HEAVY METALS IN DIFFERENT PARTS, AND THEREFORE, IT IS USED FOR PHYTOREMEDIATION OF INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT CONTAMINATING ECOSYSTEMS. PLANT HAS ALSO BEEN USED BENEFICIALLY IN TREATING HEAVY METAL CONTAMINANTS PRESENT IN MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER.”

Review Comment: If it only brings benefits to the environment where it occurs, why is it being considered noxious? The same applies to the other species cited previously. Furthermore, the information also lacks references.

The conclusion also fails to synthesize the article's findings. All the information presented throughout the manuscript is very important, but this is not being highlighted in the conclusion. I suggest rewriting this entire paragraph. What I conclude from the manuscript is that (perhaps, since it lacks comparison with other areas) the investigated areas present a great biodiversity of photosynthetic organisms. But for this statement to be true, a comparison is needed in the "discussion" section. Furthermore, the species considered harmful should be given focus because, if they are indeed a problem, appropriate management should be suggested to minimize the environmental impacts they cause. In addition, the problem of eutrophication seems alarming in these wetlands due to the species of microalgae and cyanobacteria found, according to the cited references. Thus, it can be concluded that the data provide a solid basis for the development of public policies that aid in the sustainable development of the region, respecting natural environments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient. The study lacks sufficient bibliographic references to confirm the data presented. Furthermore, all references need to be checked in the text, both their citations and formatting within the topic, to ensure they comply with the journal's formatting guidelines.

I recommend a thorough reading of the following reference:

Silva CP, Dutra Junior DLS, Machado DNS, Barros AAM, Pontes JAL. Structure and floristics of the plant community in Lagoa do São Bento, Maricá, Rio de Janeiro state, Brazil. Rodriguésia 2023; 74:1-27. DOI: 10.1590/2175-7860202374007

For the biological classification of the studied species, I suggest reading:

Adl, S. M., Bass, D., Lane, C. E. et al. (2019). Revisions to the Classification, Nomenclature, and Diversity of Eukaryotes. Journal of Eukaryotic Microbiology, 66(1), 4-119.

Raven, P. H., Evert, R. F., & Eichhorn, S. E. (2013). Biology of Plants (8th ed.). New York: W. H. Freeman.

In addition, especially on the topic of methodology, I suggest reading:

Kottek, M.; Grieser, J.; Beck, C.; Rudolf, B.; Rubel, F. World map of the Köppen-Geiger climate classification updated. Meteorologische Zeitschrift, n. 15, p. 259-263, 2006.

Beck, H. E., Zimmermann, N. E., McVicar, T. R., Vergopolan, N., Berg, A., & Wood, E. F. (2018). Present and future Köppen–Geiger climate classification maps at 1-km resolution. Scientific Data, 5(1), 180214.

Palmer, C. M. (1969). A composite rating of algae tolerating organic pollution. Journal of Phycology, 5(1), 78–82.

Legendre, P. and Legendre, L. (2012) Numerical Ecology, Developments in Environmental Modelling. 3rd Edition, Elsevier, Amsterdam, 419.

Anderson, M.J. (2017) Permutational Multivariate Analysis of Variance (PERMANOVA). In: Balakrishnan, N., Colton, T., Everitt, B., Piegorsch, W., Ruggeri, F. and Teugels, J.L., Eds., Wiley StatsRef: Statistics Reference Online, John Wiley & Sons, Ltd., Hoboken, NJ, 1-15.

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118445112.stat07841
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	To achieve the stated objective: "a survey of local wetlands and water bodies, using algae and macrophytes as ecological indicators to assess their health," I suggest, if possible and ideally, that the proposed additional statistical analyses be performed.

If performing these analyses is not feasible with the current data, it is essential to revise and adapt the article's objective statement. What the authors actually did was an inventory (floristic/taxonomic) of photosynthetic organisms in the local wetlands, followed by a qualitative comparison of the species found with pre-existing lists of bioindicators (e.g., Palmer, 1969; Reynolds, 1997) to infer the trophic state of the water bodies.

The wording of the objective, discussion, and conclusion should reflect this qualitative inference based on literature and not the quantitative conclusion that "health" was in fact assessed, unless statistical analyses are added.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no ethical issues in the manuscript.

	


Reviewer details:
Daniel Luiz Da Silva Dutra Junior, Brazil

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

