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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.


	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community due to its comprehensive synthesis of the ecotoxicological impacts of microplastics on aquatic fauna. By integrating data from a wide array of taxa, ecosystems, and exposure pathways, it provides a systematic and empirical foundation for understanding the biological consequences of microplastic pollution across trophic levels. The review addresses critical knowledge gaps such as limited data on freshwater species, long-term and multigenerational effects, and the role of nanoplastics while also offering methodological critiques that can guide future standardization and policy development. Given the escalating global concern about plastic pollution, this work serves as a timely and scientifically grounded reference for researchers, environmental managers, and policymakers aiming to mitigate microplastic risks and safeguard aquatic biodiversity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current article title: “Ecotoxicological Impacts of Microplastics on Aquatic Fauna A Review”, is accurate and descriptive, but could be further refined for specificity, SEO optimization, and alignment with the article’s rich empirical and systematic content. Below is a critical evaluation followed by enhanced title suggestions. "Microplastics in Aquatic Ecosystems: Ecotoxicological Effects, Exposure Pathways, and Trophic Transfer Risks"
	

	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.


	Yes, I have reviewed the abstract of the article titled “Ecotoxicological Impacts of Microplastics on Aquatic Fauna – A Review.” Overall, the abstract offers a comprehensive overview, but there are several improvements that would significantly enhance its clarity, coherence, and alignment with scientific writing norms, especially for a review article. Below is a detailed analysis and recommendations.
1. Grammatical and Syntactic Issues

The sentence: “The ecotoxicological impacts of microplastics, emphasizing physiological, cellular, behavioural, genotoxic, and endocrine-related effects...” is fragmented and lacks a subject-verb agreement.

2. Overcrowded with Information

The abstract tries to cover too many themes in a single paragraph without clear segmentation. This reduces readability and weakens emphasis. Break into 2–3 cohesive thematic paragraphs (e.g., background, key findings, gaps & future directions).

3. Lack of Methodological Description

Since this is a review article, the abstract should briefly state:

What kind of literature was reviewed? (e.g., peer-reviewed articles, time span). How many studies or sources were included?. What methodology guided the literature selection?

4. Concluding Sentence is Overloaded

The final sentence is overly long and conceptually dense.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically accurate and methodologically sound based on current knowledge in the field of ecotoxicology and microplastic pollution. Here's an expert evaluation highlighting its key strengths and minor areas for improvement:
1. Consistency in Terminology
At times, inconsistent spacing or punctuation appears (e.g., “aquatic environmentssuch as” should be “aquatic environments such as”). A language edit would improve clarity.

2. Nanoplastics
While the manuscript mentions nanoplastics, it could benefit from a more detailed sub-section on their unique toxicokinetics and current limitations in detection, given their growing importance.

3. Critical Synthesis
Although the review is thorough, adding a visual synthesis table or conceptual diagram summarizing impacts across taxa or life stages would strengthen clarity for readers and reviewers.

4. Policy Implication Clarity
While policy instruments are mentioned (e.g., EU Directives, UNEA treaty), a deeper comparative discussion on international vs national responses would enrich the practical application of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on a thorough review of the article “Ecotoxicological Impacts of Microplastics on Aquatic Fauna – A Review”, the references are generally:

1. The manuscript includes over 70 references, demonstrating an extensive review of the literature.

2. A significant portion of the references are from the last five years (2020–2025), aligning well with current scientific discourse.
Suggested references:

1. UNEA-5.2 (2022) resolution and progress on the UN Global Treaty on Plastic Pollution (2024–2025 developments).

2. OECD (2022) Report: “Global Plastics Outlook” on projections and mitigation strategies.
	

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


	Based on the review of the manuscript titled "Ecotoxicological Impacts of Microplastics on Aquatic Fauna – A Review", the English language quality is largely suitable for scholarly communication, particularly in the context of environmental sciences, toxicology, and aquatic ecology.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This article presents a comprehensive and systematic scientific review of the ecotoxicological impacts of microplastics on aquatic fauna, supported by empirical data and recent literature. Some sections could be condensed to improve clarity and focus.
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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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