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	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 a timely and valuable assessment of microplastic contamination in a major freshwater system of northern India, the Sutlej River. Freshwater microplastic research remains comparatively understudied, especially in the Indian subcontinent, making this work an important contribution to regional and global databases on MP pollution. The study combines quantitative, morphological and polymer-specific analyses along with ecological risk assessment, offering a holistic understanding of microplastic dynamics in a river influenced by significant anthropogenic pressures. The findings can help inform environmental management strategies, policy development and future research aimed at mitigating MP pollution in freshwater systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable, but it can be improved for clarity and scientific precision. Suggested alternative:

Suggested Title: “Assessment of Microplastic Contamination and Ecological Risk in the Middle Stretch of the Sutlej River, Punjab, India.”

	

	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 informative but overly long and should be made more concise. Some suggestions:

· The “Aims,” “Study Design,” and “Place and Duration” sections are repetitive and could be merged.

· The methodology contains excessive procedural detail; only key methods should be retained.

· Ensure that units and symbols (e.g., MPs/L, °C, chemicals) are consistently formatted.

· Move specific percentages and numerical details to the results section within the abstract, keeping only the most important findings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. The study design, sampling strategy and laboratory methods (NOAA protocol, FE-SEM, ATR-FTIR) are appropriate for microplastic assessments. The data presentation is thorough, though some tables appear overly complex and could be simplified for readability. Statistical tests are mentioned, but clarification of assumptions and justification for test selection (e.g., Kruskal-Wallis vs ANOVA) would improve methodological rigor. Some sections of the discussion repeat background information rather than focusing on interpretation of results. Overall, the scientific foundation is solid but would benefit from tighter organization and clearer linkage between results and existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent, relevant and comprehensive, covering both foundational and contemporary literature. However, a few improvements are recommended:

· Ensure all in-text citations match entries in the reference list.

· Include more studies specifically focused on microplastics in Indian freshwater systems for comparative depth (e.g., recent Ganga, Yamuna, Brahmaputra studies).

· Check formatting consistency, as some entries contain minor errors or missing information.


	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate editing for grammar, clarity and flow. Issues include:

· Inconsistent tense usage.

· Long, complex sentences that reduce readability.

· Occasional misuse of scientific terminology.

· Formatting inconsistencies in units, symbols and spacing.

A thorough language revision by a professional editor or a native English speaker is recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures should include higher-resolution labels for clarity.

· Some tables present too many decimal places; rounding will improve readability.

· Minor formatting corrections (spacing, alignment, subscript/superscript usage) are needed.

· The study is scientifically valuable and methodologically adequate.

· However, it requires major revision in the areas of language, structure, clarity of statistical interpretation, and simplification of tables/figures.

· The abstract and discussion need meaningful refinement.

· The manuscript is fundamentally sound, with repairable issues.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical concerns related to human or animal subjects are apparent. Ethical approval for sample collection is properly stated.
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