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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 valuable insight into nutrient cycling processes in a subtropical forest ecosystem through the evaluation of throughfall and stemflow nutrient dynamics. Understanding canopy-mediated nutrient fluxes is important for interpreting forest hydrology, soil fertility maintenance, and ecosystem functioning, particularly in data-scarce regions like Northeast India. The study contributes to regional ecological knowledge and helps in understanding nutrient retention, export processes, and potential implications for forest conservation and watershed management. Such information is highly relevant in the context of environmental change and forest sustainability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and content of the research.
	

	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 adequately introduces the study background, objectives, methods, and key findings. However, minor polishing is needed to improve clarity and grammatical accuracy. It would be helpful to explicitly mention the sampling duration and briefly highlight the ecological implications of the findings in the concluding sentence. Removing repetitive wording and ensuring consistent terminology (e.g., “throughfall” and “stemflow”) would further strengthen this section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant and conceptually sound. The methodology follows established hydrological and biogeochemical assessment procedures, and the results are clearly presented with logical interpretation. However:
· Some statements in the discussion would benefit from clearer linkage to quantitative results.
· Minor inconsistencies in numerical presentation and formatting should be corrected.
· A clearer description of sampling frequency, duration, and statistical treatment would enhance scientific rigor.
Overall, the conclusions are largely supported by the results.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant and largely appropriate, including both classical foundational works and some recent literature. However, incorporating a few additional recent studies (post-2015) on nutrient dynamics, canopy exchange processes, and tropical/subtropical forest hydrology would further strengthen the literature support. Ensure uniform formatting according to journal style.
	

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

	The manuscript is understandable and generally well written, but several sentences require grammatical correction, restructuring, and refinement for improved scholarly presentation. Minor editing and proofreading are recommended to enhance clarity, flow, and readability.

	

	Optional/General comments

	
· Improve clarity in methodology regarding sample collection intervals, number of events analyzed, and data treatment procedures.
· Ensure consistency in units, tables, and terminology across the manuscript.
· Strengthen the discussion by slightly expanding comparative explanation with other regional or global studies.
· A schematic or conceptual figure showing nutrient flux pathways would add value, if journal format allows.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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