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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 paper really stands out because it weaves together a fresh look at the plants and fish living in a lesser-known branch of the mighty Congo River, exploring how they all connect in their watery world. By showing how the plant life shapes the fish communities, it delivers crucial starting-point insights into the ecosystems of the Guinea-Congo area—a true treasure trove of global biodiversity. These findings hit home for anyone passionate about river life, wildlife protection, and keeping these vital waterways healthy, especially as threats like habitat loss loom large over Africa's tropical rivers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title broadly reflects the content of the manuscript and clearly indicates the focus on relationships.


	

	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 does a solid job covering the essentials; it's got a good grasp on the background, clear objectives, solid methods rundown, and the big-picture findings, plus it nails the study's goal, the biological setup, and the highlights from the plant and fish surveys. That said, it feels a bit stretched out, almost like it's veering into a mini-introduction rather than a snappy summary. Recommending trimming back some of that upfront context to spotlight the results and wrap up more sharply; weave in the key numbers right up front, like how many plant and fish species turned up or the standout ways they're linked; and cap it off with a tight, punchy line on what those plant-fish connections really mean for the ecosystem. The author doesn't need to axe anything major, just tighten it up a notch, and it'll land with way more punch and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This paper holds up really well from a scientific standpoint; it's solid and thoughtful. The way they've set up the study, handled the taxonomy, and sorted out the ecological groupings feels spot-on, drawing straight from tried-and-true methods that experts swear by. Pulling in things like floristic spectra, diversity metrics, Jaccard dissimilarity scores, and those multivariate analyses (MFA) makes perfect sense for tackling the big questions at hand. And their take on how plants and fish connect in these tropical streams’ lines up nicely with what we'd expect from ecological principles and other fieldwork in similar watery hotspots. That being said, a few tweaks could make it even stronger: it'd help to spell out a bit more why the sampling across those three sites was enough to capture the full picture and truly represent the area. Also, diving deeper into how they're teasing out actual cause-and-effect links between the vegetation and fish patterns, beyond just spotting correlations, would add some welcome clarity. And there are a couple of small spots in the methods and stats where tightening up the wording or thresholds would avoid any head-scratching. These are honestly just fine-tuning suggestions, nothing that shakes the core reliability of the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references here are impressively thorough, spot-on for the topic, and mostly a great fit for what the research is tackling; it draws in those timeless classic texts alongside solid regional insights and practical methods guides. Sure, a bunch of the sources lean toward the older side, but that makes total sense for a project rooted in taxonomy, plant inventories, and ecosystem dynamics, where the bedrock ideas from way back still hold the most weight. If the authors wanted to spice things up a bit, they might toss in a handful of fresh reads from after 2020 on how life thrives in tropical rivers or the back-and-forth between plants and fish. It could also be cool to weave in some pieces that dive deeper into the practical roles these water plants play or the bigger perks they bring to their habitats. All in all, though, the lineup feels more than solid and thoughtfully curated
	

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


	English is mostly clear and gets the point across, but it could use some polishing to really shine in a top-tier academic setting. Right now, the manuscript has a few hiccups, like some grammar slip-ups and sentences that feel a bit clunky or run on forever, plus spots where ideas repeat themselves or terms and tenses don't quite line up consistently. Suggesting giving it a deep dive with a native English speaker or a pro editor; that'll smooth things out, make the flow feel natural, and boost the overall readability so it reads like a breeze.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This paper offers some really fresh, hands-on data and a broad, interconnected view of how plants and animals’ interplay in a tropical river ecosystem, which feels like a breath of fresh air for the field. What stands out most are the detailed lists of species spotted and the smart effort to link up plant layouts with fish communities; it's got that depth that pulls you in. That said, tightening up the wordy bits, spelling out the methods more plainly, and weaving a sharper wrap-up in the discussion would go a long way. If the authors tweak the wording for smoother flow, reorganize for better rhythm, and sharpen those insights just a touch, this could genuinely add something special to our understanding of river life and protection efforts right in the heart of Central Africa.
The manuscript requires some minor corrections
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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