
	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Research Journal of Current Science




	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARJOCS_1933

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Economic and Ecological Insights into Aquatic Ecosystem Services: Exploring Multifunctional Benefits

	Type of the Article
	


	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 relationship between humans and nature is a reciprocal cycle, where human actions impact ecosystems, and ecosystems, in turn, affect human life quality. Addressing a topic as complex as the ecosystem services provided by aquatic environments, this paper touches a topic highly relevant and critical in the context of climate change, biodiversity loss, and the growing need for sustainable environmental policies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the scope and content of the manuscript. It is informative and includes key terms such as “economic”, “ecological”, and “aquatic ecosystem services”.

	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive and well-written. However, it could be slightly improved by briefly mentioning the methodology or structure of the review (e.g., “This paper synthesizes current literature…”). Otherwise, it effectively summarizes the key themes and findings.
The authors could consider revising or expanding the list of keywords to improve the visibility and indexing of the manuscript. Currently, the keywords largely duplicate the terms already used in the title (e.g., “aquatic ecosystems”, “economic”, “ecological”), which may limit the paper’s discoverability in search engines and databases. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It follows a logical structure, appropriately defines ecosystem services, and references authoritative sources. However, some subsections (e.g., 2.1 on fisheries and aquaculture) appear incomplete and should be fully developed.

· Also, the subsection are, sometimes, not numbered correctly (e.g. 6.1 is missing).
· As a suggestion, the manuscript uses global-level references (IPCC, FAO, MEA), which are excellent, but would be stronger with 1–2 concrete case studies (e.g., a delta, river basin, or coastal wetland) that illustrate how ecosystem services are valued or protected in practice.
· No Mention of Methodological Criteria for Literature Selection: Since this is a review paper, it would be helpful to briefly mention how sources were selected—for instance, using keywords, time range, or inclusion/exclusion criteria. Even a short methodological note would enhance transparency.

· The manuscript provides a general synthesis of existing knowledge but does not sufficiently discuss the limitations, controversies, or research gaps in the current literature. Including a short section that critically reflects on current challenges in aquatic ecosystem services research—such as methodological limitations, valuation difficulties, or policy implementation barriers—would significantly enhance the scientific depth and originality of the review.

· In the section discussing threats to aquatic ecosystems, the paper would benefit from including concrete examples of policies or governance mechanisms that can mitigate these pressures. For instance, references to payment for ecosystem services (PES), protected areas, or water legislation frameworks would provide practical context and strengthen the paper's relevance for both academic and policy audiences.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include recent and relevant publications (e.g., IPCC 2023, FAO 2023). No additional references are strictly necessary, though including region-specific case studies might enhance practical applicability.
But, I can suggest reading also: https://www.animalsciencejournal.usamv.ro/pdf/2024/issue_1/Art80.pdf 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, the language is appropriate for academic writing. The manuscript is clear, well-edited, and free from grammatical errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider adding a clear “Conclusion” section to summarize key messages and recommendations.

A visual element such as a comparative table or diagram of ecosystem services and threats would improve clarity.

Ensure all sections are fully completed in the final version.
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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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