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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 review addresses an important topic linking extreme hydrometeorological events, freshwater biodiversity, geomorphic processes, and ecological resilience in Nepal. Its main strength is the distinction between predictable monsoon flooding and more severe sediment-rich flood events, together with an explicit discussion of resistance, displacement, mortality, recovery, and habitat connectivity. The manuscript also identifies important evidence gaps and proposes practical monitoring and management approaches. The topic is therefore relevant to researchers and practitioners concerned with freshwater conservation and climate-related hazards.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback
	(Revision of the Manuscript and
	

	
	
	Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 → Good
The title is clear and accurately reflects the scope of the review.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 → Satisfactory
The abstract covers the main theme, evidence base, principal findings, and implications, but it requires language editing and some sentences should be revised for clarity. The phrase “Predic2 monsoon flooding” is an obvious typographical error.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 → Good
The keywords are relevant and adequately represent the manuscript.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 → Good
The introduction provides a useful hydroclimatic and ecological context, although some paragraphs are dense and could be shortened for improved readability.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 → Excellent
The three research questions are clearly stated and are consistent with the scope of the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 → Excellent
The literature selected is highly relevant to the subject and covers hydrology, geomorphology, macroinvertebrates, fishes, macrophytes, river dolphins, and floodplain systems.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	4 → Good
The review includes recent studies through 2025, while retaining important classical references.
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	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The temporal restriction of the evidentiary literature to publications through December
2025 should, however, be explained more explicitly given that the search was conducted in September 2026.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 → Satisfactory
The authors describe the search period, search terms, eligibility criteria, and use of reference tracking. However, the procedure would be more transparent if the authors reported the number of records identified, screened, excluded, and
finally included. The use of a single reviewer for screening is also an important methodological limitation.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 → Excellent
The manuscript provides a genuine critical synthesis rather than merely listing previous studies. Particularly useful is the distinction between Nepal-specific evidence and studies from other river systems used only to explain mechanisms.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 → Excellent
Research gaps are clearly identified, particularly the lack of event-linked studies and standardized monitoring. The proposed event-triggered and BACI approaches are useful.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 → Good
The conclusions are generally consistent with the evidence presented and appropriately cautious regarding the absence of evidence for
generalized national-scale faunal collapse.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 → Excellent
The references are largely from appropriate peer-reviewed sources and include both foundational and recent studies. They should be checked carefully for formatting and consistency.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 → Good
The references are largely from appropriate peer-reviewed sources and include both foundational and recent studies. They should be checked carefully for formatting and consistency.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 → Satisfactory
The scientific content is understandable, but extensive English-language editing is required. There are several grammatical problems, awkward constructions, typographical errors, and excessively long sentences.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback
	(It is mandatory that authors
	

	
	
	should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the chapter.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor revision
The abstract adequately summarizes the review, but typographical and grammatical problems should be corrected and the distinction between Nepal-specific evidence and mechanistic evidence from other systems should remain explicit.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with major revisions
The scientific framework is generally sound, but the methodological description of the literature review should be strengthened. In addition, broad conclusions should be carefully qualified according to the limitations of the evidence base.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The reference list is relevant and contains recent literature. Formatting and citation consistency should nevertheless be checked throughout the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
No ethical concerns are apparent. The manuscript concerns a literature-based review and states that no new human or animal research was conducted.
	







PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is potentially valuable and presents a well-developed conceptual synthesis of flood-related ecological processes in Nepal. Its strongest components are the critical treatment of evidence, the distinction between direct Nepalese evidence and external mechanistic evidence, and the proposed framework for event-triggered monitoring.
I recommend Major Revision. The principal issue is the transparency of the literature-review methodology. Although the search strategy and eligibility criteria are described, the manuscript does not provide quantitative information on study identification and selection, and screening was conducted by a single reviewer. These limitations should be more explicitly addressed, and the authors should ensure that broad statements are consistently proportional to the available evidence. The manuscript would also benefit from thorough English-language editing and, preferably, a conceptual figure illustrating the proposed pathway from extreme rainfall and flooding through hydraulic, geomorphic, sediment, and water-quality effects to biological responses and recovery.

 relevant and timely topic; coherent conceptual framework; strong critical synthesis; useful research-gap identification; practical monitoring recommendations; comprehensive limitations section.

limited transparency of the literature-selection process; single-reviewer screening; some broad inferences from a relatively limited Nepal-specific evidence base; and substantial language-editing requirements.
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