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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides a useful baseline inventory of the diversity of Zygnematophyceae in wetlands of Bamenda, Cameroon, a region where freshwater algal biodiversity is poorly documented. 
However, please avoid inferring some pollution effects without statistical evidence linking environmental variables to species composition. 
Thus, revision is required before the manuscript can be considered for publication.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

- The title is clear
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

- The abstract is comprehensive, but it should include significant quantitative results and a clearer conclusion.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

- Consider adding terms or changes such as Desmids, Charophyta, Wetland, Freshwater biodiversity, Bioindicator

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

- The background is well-detailed. However, the recent literature (last 5 years) should be incorporated and the ecological significance of Zygnematophyceae should be discussed in greater depth.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

- It’s clearly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

- Many references are relatively old. Recent studies (2020–2025) should be incorporated, including freshwater biodiversity, algal bioindicators, and tropical wetlands.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

The research methodology clarification is required to include: 
 - Sampling frequency is unclear.
 - Seasonal coverage is insufficiently described.
 - The number of replicate collections is not clearly stated.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

- The results are logically organized. However, the statistical outputs should be reported more completely, and the confidence intervals or sample sizes should accompany diversity indices.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3

- Tables are generally informative, but further statistical analysis of water quality compared at each station is needed to demonstrate the correlation between water quality and the species taxa.
- Table 1, use Standardize units (e.g., mg L⁻¹, µS cm⁻¹).

- Figures improve resolution:
Fig 1-2, improve  resolution
Fig 3-4, enlarge axis labels and improve readability of PCA figure

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

- The discussion compares findings with previous African studies.
However, several interpretations are speculative. 
- For example, no direct statistical relationship between environmental variables and species assemblages was demonstrated, so correlation does not establish causation.
- The statements linking nutrient concentrations to species dominance require stronger evidence.
- The discussion should better explain ecological mechanisms.

- Should be explained about uncertain results with the sentence, "The results indicate that..." / or "These findings suggest a potential trend..." / or "Further investigation is required to confirm..."

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

- Conclusions regarding some pollution should be moderated because no direct statistical relationship between environmental variables and species assemblages was demonstrated.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

- Yes, it’s cover.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3

- The references are moderately sufficient. However, more recent publications (2020–2025) should be included and some citations require updating.
- Some references should be checked carefully for formatting consistency, DOI accuracy, and journal citation style.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3

- The manuscript is understandable.
- However, some grammatical issues remain, including article usage, punctuation, and sentence structure.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
	



Reviewer details:

Phuttaphannee Boonmak, Rajabhat Roi Et University, Thailand
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