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	The authors investigated the phytoplankton community in the Kallada River, South India, during the post-monsoon season. Diversity indices and statistical analyses, including radar plots, cluster dendrograms, and non-metric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) ordination, were used to elucidate the phytoplankton community structure across different sampling stations.
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	Optional/General comments


	The authors investigated the phytoplankton community in the Kallada River, South India, during the post-monsoon season. Diversity indices and statistical analyses, including radar plots, cluster dendrograms, and non-metric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) ordination, were used to elucidate the phytoplankton community structure across different sampling stations. However, the manuscript requires major revisions. Specific comments are provided below:

1. Introduction:
In the Introduction, the authors have focused primarily on diatom communities. However, phytoplankton consist of multiple groups, including Cyanophyceae, Chlorophyceae, and others, which play significant ecological roles in aquatic ecosystems. The authors should also discuss the ecological importance and relevance of these phytoplankton groups in the study area to provide a more comprehensive background.

2. Materials and Methods:
The Materials and Methods section requires substantial revision. The description of the study area is insufficient and lacks essential details. The authors should provide more information on phytoplankton and water sampling procedures, including sampling time, depth, frequency, sampling locations (coordinates), net mesh size, volume of water filtered, preservation methods, and analytical procedures used for identification and enumeration.

3. Phytoplankton composition (Tables 1–3):
According to Tables 1–3, only one or two species of Cyanophyceae and Chlorophyceae were identified. This is unusually low for a river ecosystem and requires proper justification. The authors should clarify whether this reflects actual low diversity, limitations in sampling methodology, seasonal influence, or taxonomic identification constraints.

4. Diversity indices (Table 6):
Table 6 presents diversity index values in the form of ranges (e.g., 2–3 and 0.14–0.17). The authors should clarify whether these values represent ranges, mean values, or individual station measurements. If they represent multiple samples, the mean and standard deviation should be calculated and reported to improve statistical clarity and scientific rigor.

5. Physicochemical parameters:
The manuscript does not include physicochemical parameters of the water, such as temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, conductivity, nutrients, and turbidity. These parameters are essential for interpreting phytoplankton community structure. Without water quality data, it is difficult to establish relationships between phytoplankton distribution and environmental conditions. The authors should include these measurements or clearly justify their absence.

6. Seasonal selection:
The authors have focused only on the post-monsoon season. The rationale for selecting this specific season should be clearly explained. Phytoplankton communities vary significantly across seasons due to changes in hydrology and environmental conditions. Continuous or seasonal monitoring would provide a more complete understanding of phytoplankton dynamics and their relationship with environmental variables.

7. Language quality:
The overall language quality of the manuscript requires significant improvement. The manuscript contains several grammatical errors and unclear sentences. The authors are advised to revise the manuscript thoroughly for grammar, clarity, and scientific writing style.

8. Results and Discussion:
The Results and Discussion section requires major improvement. The authors should provide deeper interpretation of the findings, compare results with previous studies, explain ecological significance, and clearly link the statistical analyses to ecological conclusions.
Refer manuscript 

Phytoplankton as bio indicators of water quality in two perennial lakes of Coimbatore district, Tamil Nadu, India

Impact of seasonal changes in freshwater phytoplankton and zooplankton biodiversity at Valankulam lake, Coimbatore district, Tamil Nadu, India
First identification of the microcystins–producing cyanobacterium Microcystis flos-aquae and Microcystis wesenbergi in Valankulam lake, Coimbatore district, Tamil Nadu, India
	


	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? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Bala Mohan, Bharathiar University, India
