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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 provides a concise yet comprehensive overview of recent advances in microbial and enzymatic approaches to microplastic degradation and outlines the key bottlenecks that must be resolved to enable scalable and sustainable implementation. The work also introduces the promising concept of biological upcycling, offering new pathways to convert plastic waste into valuable products and supporting the transition toward a more sustainable circular economy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and effective for a scientific review article.
It is clear, descriptive, and reflects the manuscript content.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is comprehensive, informative, and covers the key themes of the manuscript. It clearly explains the environmental problem, highlights recent advances, notes existing challenges, and ends with the promising concept of biological upcycling. This provides readers with a solid overview of the paper’s scope. However, a brief mention of the article’s focus areas (e.g., enzymes, engineered microbes, in-situ challenges, upcycling) can improve strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the concepts presented align well with current knowledge in the fields of microbial bioremediation, enzyme engineering, and biological upcycling.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	YES, the references are sufficient and adequate cover the necessary literature for a comprehensive understanding of the topic.
	

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


	The English used in the article is readable and generally sufficient to convey the scientific meaning correctly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1- The English needs proofreading

There are issues such as the scientific names of microorganisms (should be italic), typographical errors (systems → systems), very long sentences that need to be shortened, and some commas and objects that are inconsistent.

2- Some sentences need rewording to clarify ambiguity, especially in the methodology section, some structural details in the chapter in-site application, and Table 3, which appears incomplete or contains fragmented text.

3- Mixing Scientific Description with Personal Analysis (In our opinion), where in scientific articles, it is preferable to use more objective phrasing, such as:

This suggests that...

The evidence suggests that..

4- Figures and tables should be mentioned in the body of the research.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

This manuscript included ethical issues related to the addition of engineered microbes to the environment
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