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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 (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.


	I find the topic very interesting and critically important for the environment. Given the increasing concern about microplastic pollution and its bioaccumulation in aquatic organisms, the study contributes valuable data on the biochemical and physiological impacts on Litopenaeus vannamei. This work is particularly relevant to the aquaculture industry and environmental toxicology fields, as it highlights the vulnerability of post-larval stages to plastic contaminants and raises concerns about potential impacts on food safety and ecosystem health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript. It clearly indicates the organism studied, the type of pollutant, and the main biological effect analyzed. No changes are necessary.
	

	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 summarizes the objective, methodology, key findings, and implications. However, it contains several grammatical errors and awkward phrases (e.g., "the same parameters were measure", "these values….does not show any recovery"). A revision to improve language clarity and academic tone is recommended. Also, you could mention the concentration of wHDPE-MP used in the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design is appropriate, the methodology is rigorous, and the statistical analysis is adequate. The data supports the conclusions. 

*However, the discussion section could benefit from a deeper comparative analysis with other similar studies, especially regarding recovery potential and long-term physiological effects.
* Before applying parametric tests such as ANOVA, it is essential to check for assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances (e.g., using Shapiro–Wilk test and Levene’s test). The manuscript does not mention these steps, which could affect the reliability of the statistical conclusions.

* The number of biological replicates per treatment group? Clear reporting of sample sizes per time point and treatment group would improve reproducibility and statistical confidence.

* The conclusion could be more cautiously framed, avoiding overgeneralization and acknowledging that findings are specific to post-larval L. vannamei under controlled conditions.

Suggestion for future work: complementing the biochemical analysis with physiological or histopathological assessments (e.g., oxidative stress markers, gut histology) could provide a more comprehensive understanding of the effects of wHDPE-MPs.

* The manuscript would be strengthened by explicitly discussing how these findings might impact aquaculture practices, hatchery management, and potentially human food safety through bioaccumulation of microplastics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are both sufficient and recent, with a good balance between foundational studies and very recent literature (up to 2024). They support the background and discussion effectively. However, the authors may consider adding a reference regarding human health implications of consuming contaminated aquaculture species for broader relevance.
	

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


	Not entirely. While the meaning is mostly understandable, the manuscript requires moderate to significant English language editing for grammar, syntax, and clarity. Several sentences are awkward or incorrect, and some terminology is inconsistent. A professional proofreading is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a timely and valuable study. With improvements in the language and expansion of the discussion, it could become a solid reference for microplastic toxicology in crustaceans and its relevance to aquaculture.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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? 


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