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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.


	The presence of microplastics as pollutant in various ecosystems especially aquatic ecosystem generated significant impact on environment and human health. This manuscript has an approach towards it.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Abstract is not properly structured:
1. Line no. 21-25 should be after before results.

2. 26, 27 should be mentioned in introduction

3. In line no. 29 in place of primary components you can write primary polymer type found in samples.
4. This study is in limited frame with low number of samples. So last line can be shifted in introductory part.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Sample size and sample numbers are low and manuscript is not statistically sound.
2. In figure 1, sampling locations in map is not clear.
3. Mention how many samples collected with how many replica, and duration of sampling during October to April. (line no. 94 and 95)

4. Line no. 103, 104, do not have average measurements of fishes and clam.

5. Line no. 125, 126, 127: there are two sites mentioned, how many samples from which site? Not clear.
6. Line no. 131: average data is not mentioned. No statistics applied on compiled data.
7. Table 1: data of table didn’t mention the average values.
8. Discussion is not clear.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Recent reference can be updated for better impact of manuscript. 
	

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


	The language quality of manuscript is quite average. Sentences are quite confusing like:
1. Line no. 36, 37, 38, 39, 44, 46 are incorrect/ not properly framed.

2. Line no. 73 and 74 is not correct.
3. Introduction’s language is poorly structured with lots of factual issues.

4. Discussion is not properly written.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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