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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 article title and content are misaligned. While the title implies a broader exploration of nutrient cycles across ecosystems or trophic levels, the actual text restricts itself to aquatic nitrogen cycling, indicating a lack of conceptual clarity. Despite the universal nature of biogeochemical cycles, the author discusses only aquatic environments without acknowledging terrestrial or atmospheric components, making the text incomplete. There is no comparison of aquatic nitrogen cycling with other ecosystems or to integrate the nitrogen cycle with other elemental cycles mentioned. Also, the content severely lacks citations, data, or figures to support claims, giving the impression of a general summary rather than a scholarly article; thus severely diminishing the impact of it in scientific consortia. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title refers to the “nutrient cycle”, which suggests coverage of all major nutrients. However, the article focuses solely on nitrogen (N) and phosphorus (P), with no discussion of other essential nutrients, despite listing them in the introduction. This inconsistency between the scope implied by the title and the limited content in the main text reflects a lack of coherence and thoroughness in addressing the topic. Also, since the entire text include only aquatic environments, there should be requisite changes in the title accordingly.Though another aspect of the title, i.e. nutrient dynamics is well covered,other aspects are severely lacking.
	

	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 appears misleading; it conveys a strong and engaging message, but fails to convey the outcomes and importance of the work in the main text and it fails to elaborate on or support the points introduced. It rather looks more theoretical than a practical one.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article lacks the structure and depth expected of a scientific manuscript and instead resembles a basic student assignment. Key sections such as results and discussion are missing and the article directly leads to conclusion (though these are not mandatory for popular articles, but since there are models involved in this particular case), and there is a noticeable absence of proper citations to support the statements made. The scientific writing is weak, with significant issues in clarity, coherence, and academic rigor. Additionally, the document does not include line or paragraph numbering, making it difficult to identify and address specific issues in the text. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The article contains numerous unclear statements that are presented without supporting evidence or proper citations. Several claims lack any in-text references, and there is a clear inconsistency between the citations mentioned within the text and the bibliography. This disconnect between in-text citations and the reference list reflects poor citation practices and weakens the credibility of the work.
	

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

	While the article does not exhibit major issues in basic language or grammar, the overall quality of English is not sufficient for scholarly communication. The primary concern lies in the scientific writing and communication, which are significantly flawed.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The intention of this review is not to discourage the author, but to provide constructive feedback that can help improve the quality of their scientific writing. With clearer focus, better structure, proper referencing, and stronger alignment between sections such as the abstract, title, and main content, the manuscript can be significantly improved. The author is encouraged to revisit the topic with a more critical and research-oriented approach, and to consult standard scientific writing guidelines to enhance clarity, coherence, and academic rigor. Best wishes to him/her/them for the future endeavours.
	




	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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