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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 provides valuable insights into the avifaunal diversity and ecological structure of Kanhalgaon Lake, contributing to the limited body of research on inland wetland ecosystems in central India. The comprehensive assessment of species composition, feeding guilds, and seasonal variation highlights the lake’s ecological heterogeneity and its role as a key stopover site along the Central Asian Flyway. The study serves as an important baseline for long-term biodiversity monitoring and habitat management, supporting regional and global conservation initiatives aligned with SDG 15 (Life on Land).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	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.


	Several minor improvements can make the abstract more polished and professional. Grammatically, a few sentences can be refined to improve clarity and flow, including correcting spelling and sentence structure. The content can also be made more concise by avoiding repetition of similar ideas, making it more focused and cohesive. Additionally, adding a brief opening or concluding sentence that links the findings to broader biodiversity or conservation contexts would strengthen the overall impact and relevance of the study to the scientific community.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes 
	

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


	Need for proofread service 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. in introduction section some sentences can be merged or rephrased for smoother flow (e.g., “Wetlands comprises around 4.7%…” → “Wetlands comprise about 4.7%…”).
2. in introduction, a few phrases can be shortened without losing meaning (e.g., “feeding as well as resting sites through the avian fauna” → “feeding and resting sites for avifauna”).

3. in methodology section, Mention number of sampling points, radius size (e.g., 50 m or 100 m), and whether replicates were consistent across habitat types.
4. in methodology section, mention whether comparative analyses (e.g., ANOVA, Bray–Curtis similarity, or cluster analysis) were used to test differences among habitats or seasons.

5. in result section, include statistical tests (e.g., ANOVA, similarity indices) to confirm differences between habitats or seasons.

6. in result section, avoid redundancy in phrasing (e.g., “as well as” repeated frequently) and ensure figures/tables are referenced consistently.

7. in discussion, you could briefly discuss management implications or conservation recommendations to connect findings with policy or local action.
8. in conclusion, for a slightly stronger scholarly tone, you could make minor refinements to emphasize the study’s contribution and its broader implications.
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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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