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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 addresses the growing global concern surrounding microplastic pollution and its multifaceted impacts on aquatic ecosystems and human health. By compiling current knowledge on the sources, environmental behavior, ecological consequences, detection methods, and regulatory frameworks of microplastics, the review provides a valuable interdisciplinary perspective for researchers, policymakers, and environmental health professionals. The work highlights critical research gaps, particularly in standardized monitoring, toxicological risk assessment, and policy harmonization, thereby guiding future scientific investigations. Overall, the manuscript contributes to strengthening awareness and supporting evidence-based strategies aimed at mitigating microplastic contamination and protecting ecosystem and public health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Microplastic Pollution in Aquatic Ecosystems: Environmental Behaviour, Biological Impacts, and Public Health Implications- A Comprehensive Review 
	

	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 provides a broad overview of the manuscript and adequately summarizes the key themes, including microplastic characteristics, environmental fate, ecological effects, human health implications, detection methods, and regulatory challenges. It successfully reflects the multidisciplinary nature of the review and highlights the importance of addressing microplastic pollution. However, the abstract is slightly lengthy and contains minor grammatical inconsistencies, which reduce clarity and conciseness.

It is recommended that the authors streamline repetitive statements, particularly those describing the negative impacts of microplastics on aquatic organisms and human health. The abstract would benefit from briefly stating the specific objective or scope of the review at the beginning to improve focus. 

 Minor language editing is also required to improve readability and ensure grammatical accuracy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and is based on a substantial body of relevant and recent literature. It accurately describes the sources, characteristics, environmental fate, ecological impacts, and potential human health implications of microplastics, which are well-recognized topics in current environmental research. The overall scientific concepts, classification of microplastics, transport pathways, and ecological interactions are largely consistent with established scientific understanding.

However, some statements require clarification, stronger referencing, or more cautious interpretation. In particular, certain quantitative claims (e.g., estimates of seabed deposition percentages or chemical composition of plastics) are presented without sufficient context or supporting explanation. Additionally, some discussions on human health outcomes occasionally imply causal relationships, whereas current scientific evidence is still largely based on experimental and observational studies rather than confirmed epidemiological data. Addressing these issues through improved citation support, balanced interpretation, and clearer contextualization would further strengthen the scientific accuracy of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include many relevant and recent studies. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more up-to-date references (particularly from 2021–2025) in areas such as human health risk assessment, standardized microplastic detection methods, and global policy developments. The authors should also ensure that all quantitative statements are supported by appropriate and recent citations.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. The article contains several grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, awkward sentence constructions, and issues with subject–verb agreement that affect clarity and readability. The manuscript would benefit from thorough professional English editing to improve fluency, coherence, and overall academic presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript provides a comprehensive narrative review of microplastics (MPs), covering their sources, physicochemical characteristics, environmental fate, ecological effects, human health implications, detection techniques, and regulatory frameworks. The topic is timely and globally relevant, particularly given the growing environmental and public health concerns associated with plastic pollution.

The manuscript demonstrates substantial literature coverage and attempts to synthesize multidisciplinary information. However, the article currently requires major revisions due to several concerns including language quality, structural inconsistencies, redundancy, clarity of scientific arguments, formatting errors, and occasional inaccuracies in data presentation. Strengthening these areas will significantly improve readability, scientific rigor, and overall impact.

Major Comments

1. Language Quality and Grammar

The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, repetition, and awkward sentence construction that reduce clarity.

Examples include:


•
“Anthropogenic pollutants plethora like pesticides…”


•
“Microplastics hampers various physiological functions…”


•
“ingesstion of MPs”


•
“These plastics starts breaking down…”


•
“Microplastics interactions with tissues and organs is governed…”

There is consistent misuse of:


•
Subject-verb agreement


•
Article placement


•
Sentence structure


•
Scientific tense consistency

The manuscript requires thorough professional language editing.

2. Redundancy and Repetition

Several sections repeat similar concepts without adding new insight. Examples:


•
Human health effects are repeated across Sections 1, 5, and 6.


•
The vector role of MPs is discussed multiple times with minimal synthesis.


•
Biological degradation and microbial degradation are partially duplicated.

The review would benefit from strong synthesis rather than repetition of literature findings.

3. Structural Organization

While the manuscript follows logical section headings, internal flow can be improved.

Issues:


•
Some subsections appear fragmented or abruptly introduced.


•
“Mechanisms of fragmentation and degradation” is inserted as a heading but lacks structural formatting.


•
Certain figure and table placements interrupt the narrative.

Authors should:


•
Improve logical transitions


•
Ensure each subsection clearly builds on previous content


•
Avoid isolated subheadings

4. Scientific Accuracy and Clarity Issues

a. Definition of Microplastics

The manuscript states:


“U.S. EPA specifies 5 mm to 1 nm”

This statement is misleading. Nanoplastics are generally categorized separately and regulatory definitions vary. This should be clarified.

b. Quantitative Claims Without Context

Examples include:


•
“70–80% of microplastics settle on seabed”


•
“Plastic industry contains more than 10,000 chemical elements”

These statements require:


•
Strong referencing


•
Contextual explanation


•
Clarification of variability

c. Overgeneralized Human Health Conclusions

The manuscript occasionally implies causal relationships without acknowledging limited epidemiological evidence.

Example:


“Enhanced risk of colon and lung cancer…”

This should be framed cautiously as emerging or suggestive evidence.

5. Lack of Critical Analysis

The manuscript is largely descriptive rather than analytical. High-quality review papers should:

•
Compare conflicting findings

•
Identify methodological limitations

•
Provide conceptual models or frameworks

•
Highlight emerging technologies critically

Currently, literature is summarized but not deeply evaluated.

Final Recommendation

Major Revision Required

The manuscript addresses an important topic and has strong potential for publication after substantial revision and improvement in scientific clarity and language quality
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NONE
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