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	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.


	While the manuscript presents a commendably extensive review of aquatic pollution sources and integrates conventional as well as biotechnological remediation strategies, several important aspects require deeper refinement to meet the standards of high-impact scientific publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.

Optional suggestion: Biotechnological Strategies for Remediating Aquatic Pollution: Sources, Impacts, and Advances

	

	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 is mostly comprehensive. Two improvements are suggested:

1. The abstract is informative but can be made more impactful by sharpening its focus. Currently, it reads more like a summary than a strategically framed scientific abstract.

2. The key biotechnological breakthroughs (e.g., CRISPR/Cas9 applications, biosensor integration, nanobioremediation) should be briefly emphasized with context and innovation angle, not just listed.

3. The original keyword set is too broad and exceeds indexing norms. We recommend restricting it to five scientifically significant terms that reflect the manuscript’s innovation, such as:Aquatic Pollution, Bioremediation, Phytoremediation, Biosensor Technology, Environmental Nanobiotechnology. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, but some arguments require further critical synthesis. For example:

1. The discussion on the limitations of conventional remediation (Section 5.1) could benefit from quantitative comparisons or performance metrics.

2. While biotechnological approaches are well described, their comparative efficiencies, field scalability, and cost-effectiveness remain insufficiently analyzed.

3. The section on enzyme-based remediation lacks recent case data and could be improved by citing enzyme immobilization advancements and reaction kinetics under real-world conditions.

Knowledge Gaps and Future Directions (Section 7)
 This section rightly identifies research gaps, but it could be elevated by:

1. Proposing concrete experimental frameworks or field models to close the lab-to-field transition gap.

2. Expanding discussion on biosafety regulations, especially for synthetic biology and genetically modified microbes.

3. Including reference to climate-resilient biotechnology and how global environmental changes may affect bioremediation efficiency.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are impressively up to date, with many from 2015–2023. However, there is room to:

1. Include meta-analyses or global review articles to anchor some of the claims.

2. Expand reference diversity to include more from Africa, South America, or East Asia beyond India, to strengthen global applicability.


	

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


	1. Overall language quality is scholarly, but some sections (especially early in the document) have repetitive phrasing and redundant introductory statements that can be tightened.
2. Sentences such as “These effects cascade through aquatic food webs…” appear multiple times in slightly modified forms. Improving lexical variety and sentence transitions would enhance professional readability.
3. The structure is logical, though some sections (e.g., 2.4, 3.1) might benefit from clearer subheadings or bullet points to differentiate data-heavy descriptions from interpretation.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Figures are relevant but should include more source attribution or captions explaining the analytical angle, not just illustrative value.

2. In Tables 1 and 2, include units, pollutant concentration ranges, or efficiency percentages where applicable to improve scientific usability.

Justification: The manuscript is scientifically sound, well-structured, and offers valuable insights for aquatic pollution research. Minor refinements improve clarity and depth.

This manuscript addresses an urgent global concern with thoughtful depth and broad interdisciplinary scope. With the incorporation of these refinements particularly greater quantitative analysis, structural tightening, and focused future directions the manuscript can become a significant contribution to the field of environmental biotechnology and aquatic system management.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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