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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 study provides a thorough and interdisciplinary synthesis of microplastic toxicity and bioaccumulation across marine, freshwater, and terrestrial ecosystems. Its cross-ecosystem focus is valuable given the widespread and persistent nature of microplastics. The authors clearly identify key research gaps, especially in less-studied areas like terrestrial systems and trophic transfer. The review is relevant not only for advancing scientific knowledge but also for informing policy and mitigation efforts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think including petroplastic in the title will be more relevant as it mostly emphasize on it.

The alternative title could be : “Environmental Toxicity and Bioaccumulation of Microplastics Derived from Petroplastics: A Cross-Ecosystem 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.


	1. The abstract does not mention the scope or method of the literature review, like- time frame, number of studies considered, or databases searched. Which is vital for a review article.

2. Though the title promises a "cross-ecosystem review," the abstract does not clarify how the effects differ across marine, freshwater, and terrestrial systems. Provide a sentence or two summarising key differences or similarities observed across ecosystems, as implied by the title.

3. No clear identification of research gaps 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript covers relevant topics on microplastic toxicity and bioaccumulation across ecosystems. The overall scientific concepts are correct and valid, but the paper needs important improvements to meet academic standards. 
· The review lacks a clear reason for why it is needed now. 

· It should explain current research gaps more clearly.

· The paper doesn’t explain how the reviewed articles were chosen. Please add a section that describes which databases were searched, what keywords were used, and how you decided which studies to include.
· No mention of how literature across ecosystems was balanced or compared.

· Some section titles are overlapping or unclear (e.g., toxicity is discussed in more than one section with similar headings). Consider reorganising the sections more logically—for example:

· Start by explaining how microplastics cause harm (mechanisms),

· Then explain effects in each ecosystem (marine, freshwater, terrestrial),

· Then compare findings across ecosystems.

· The review talks about each ecosystem, but doesn’t compare them. A separate section summarising similarities, differences, and gaps across ecosystems would add value.

· Missing quantitative data: Few studies are cited with specific MP concentrations, exposure levels, or species response data.

· Interactions with co-contaminants (e.g., POPs, heavy metals) are briefly mentioned but not sufficiently explored.

· Toxicological pathways are presented but need further elaboration on dose–response effects and species-specific sensitivity, especially in terrestrial systems.

· The conclusion is too general. It should clearly summarise what we know, what is still unknown, and what future research should focus on.

· The manuscript would benefit greatly from visual elements, like- conceptual diagram showing pathways of microplastic toxicity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References seem valid but could have added more recent references (2022–2024) to ensure the paper reflects current findings. Also, references are not consistent, some have italics, some include DOIs, and some don't. Please make all references follow the same format. 
	

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


	The English in the article is mostly understandable but should be refined for a research journal. Such as:
· Break long or complex sentences into smaller, clearer ones. For example this sentence “These innovations launched humanity into what is often referred to as the “age of plastics,” where plastics became indispensable to daily life — from household items and electronic gadgets to industrial and construction materials.”
· There are grammatical or spelling errors, also misuse of articles. 
· Consider adding linking words for better readability. 

· Ensure all in-text references are consistently formatted.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO

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