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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 addresses a timely and globally relevant environmental issue by examining plastic contamination in freshwater ecosystems and its relationship with benthic organisms. It provides scientifically sound and regionally important baseline data from Bhutan, a data-poor region where information on freshwater plastic pollution remains scarce. By integrating spatial characterization of macro-, meso-, and microplastics with biological and physicochemical indicators, the study contributes valuable insights into the complexity of plastic–ecosystem interactions. With minor revisions focused on clarity, interpretation, and framing, this work has strong potential to inform future research, environmental monitoring, and freshwater conservation strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title clearly reflects the general topic of the study; however, it has grammatical and conceptual limitations that reduce its scientific precision and impact. Specifically:The phrase “its Relation” is grammatically incorrect and should be “their relationship”.The term “Plastics” is broad and does not indicate whether macro-, meso-, and microplastics are considered.The title does not explicitly convey the freshwater ecosystem context, which is central to the study. Adding an ecological or spatial component would better reflect the integrated nature of the research.

I propose the title “Spatial Characterisation of Macro-, Meso- and Microplastics and Their Relationship with Benthic Organisms in the Metsina Stream, Punakha Dzongkhag” because it more accurately reflects the spatial focus of the study, clearly specifies the plastic size fractions analyzed, and improves the scientific clarity and grammatical correctness of the original title.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, as it clearly presents the study objectives, methodological approach, key statistical analyses, and main findings. It effectively addresses a relevant and timely topic.
Suggestions:_ 

Add one brief sentence emphasizing that this study provides baseline or first integrated evidence of macro-, meso-, and microplastic contamination in a Bhutanese freshwater system and its ecological implications.

Reduce excessive statistical detail
Consider deleting or simplifying some numerical statistical outputs (e.g. multiple H values) to improve readability, while retaining the main significance levels and trends.

Specify units and metrics (if space allows)
Briefly indicate how plastic concentrations were expressed (e.g. items·m⁻² or items·kg⁻¹ sediment) to enhance methodological transparency.

Refine ecological interpretation
Rephrase the lack of correlation between plastic concentration and macroinvertebrate abundance to indicate that no detectable relationship was observed under current conditions, rather than implying absence of impact.

Strengthen implications
Slightly expand the final sentence to better link the findings with freshwater management, conservation, and future monitoring needs.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript meets the standards of scientific validity and contributes valuable baseline information on plastic contamination in freshwater ecosystems, particularly in underrepresented regions. With minor revisions, it would be suitable for publication in an environmental science journal.
However, while the manuscript is scientifically correct, some minor improvements could enhance its rigor and clarity. These include:

Clarifying limitations related to sample size and temporal variability (single-season sampling).

Strengthening the discussion on the lack of significant correlations between plastics and macroinvertebrates by emphasizing potential lag effects or indirect pathways.

Minor grammatical and stylistic refinements to improve readability and consistency.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Your current bibliography is a good backbone (classic and regional refs), but adding 3–6 recent (2020–2025) peer-reviewed studies as listed above will markedly improve the manuscript’s perceived currency and methodological defensibility especially important for reviewers who expect up-to-date methods and regional comparisons.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear scientific English overall and the content is communicated effectively; however, the language quality is not yet fully suitable for scholarly publication. Several sections contain grammatical errors, inconsistent verb tenses, awkward phrasing, and minor spelling mistakes. There are also instances of repetitive wording and long or unclear sentences that affect readability, particularly in the Methods, Results and Discussion, and Conclusion sections.

Suggestions 
Perform a thorough professional English-language editing or native-speaker proofreading. Improve sentence structure and flow, especially where methodological steps and statistical interpretations are described. Ensure consistent use of scientific terminology, pluralization, and units throughout the manuscript. Reduce redundancy and clarify complex sentences to enhance precision and conciseness.


	

	Optional/General comments


	To further improve the manuscript, revisions are recommended to enhance clarity, streamline the discussion by avoiding repetition between results and interpretation, and strengthen the linkage between plastic pollution and ecological implications. A careful language edit will also improve readability and ensure the manuscript meets international scholarly standards.
Revisions are needed to improve language quality, clarity in some methodological descriptions, and the framing of results within the broader ecological context. 

Addressing these points will enhance readability and scientific impact, making the manuscript suitable for publication.
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