Response to Reviewer 2 Comments



Point 1: The most important thing is thinking in the objectives of the paper and if the data presented in the manuscript are suitable for accomplishing the objectives. It is hard to judge it from the methodology section because there is not enough information about the choice of sampling points, location (there are no maps), frequency and parameters.  

Response 1: Sampling strategy was added, explaining how the study objective can be met with sampling sites selected. And a map (Fig. 1) showing where samples were taken is added. 

Point 2: Why COD and not BOD which is the parameter included in Thailand legislation? Why phytoplankton in just one survey?

Response 2: Reasons were provided with regard to the use of COD instead of BOD. 

The phytoplankton survey was conducted only around the beginning of the wet season in 2018 for the purpose of shedding some light on the algae communities in the river and how the alga composition might be affected by a river bend, which is an important morphological feature of rivers. Since information on the phytoplankton composition in the river was not previously available, the pioneering, although one-time, survey carried out between the two seasons can be considered valuable and enlightening. Such a judgment-based sampling allows us to achieve depth of understanding, although breadth of understanding will be the aim of further studies.


Point 3: How can we be able to analyze "variation in relation to river bend" 

Response 3: Because samples were collected the same time along a river bend and the straight short cut channel of the bend, we were able to discuss the effect of bend on water quality and phytoplankton as well.  
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Point 4: the references included are very scarce, plenty of references needed. No references in the methodology section

Response 4: More References were added.

