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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.


	This manuscript addresses the presence and abundance of microplastics in benthic organisms from the Niger Delta, Nigeria. The study is important because it contributes data from a region with limited existing information, thereby expanding the global database on microplastic pollution. It highlights the risks of bioaccumulation in benthic organisms that are widely consumed by humans, underlining the ecological and human health implications. The findings are particularly relevant for environmental monitoring, pollution control, and policy-making in Nigeria and other developing countries facing similar challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Is the title of the article suitable? (If not please suggest an alternative title)
The title is generally suitable and informative. However, it could be made more concise.
Suggested alternative:
“Microplastics in Benthic Organisms from Niger Delta Coastal Rivers, Nigeria: Presence and Abundance”
	

	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 covers the main objectives, methods, and findings. However, it has some grammatical issues and awkward phrasing (e.g., "lively mixtures" → should be replaced with “complex mixtures”; "black in clour" → "black in colour"). The abstract should also briefly state the statistical methods used and highlight the significance of results rather than only presenting percentages.
Suggestion: Revise for clarity, correct language errors, and add a sentence on methodological/statistical approaches.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant, but several issues need attention:

The methodology description is very detailed but sometimes repetitive. Some experimental procedures (e.g., the use of a kitchen mortar, aquarium details) need more justification for scientific rigor.

Statistical analysis (ANOVA, LSD) is mentioned, but results are not consistently reported with p-values.

The Discussion sometimes repeats results without deeper mechanistic or comparative analysis. It would be valuable to explain why sea stars accumulate more microplastics and to relate findings more strongly to environmental factors.

Units are inconsistently used (sometimes particles per organism, sometimes particles per kg tissue). This needs standardization.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are numerous, with several recent ones (2020–2024). However:

Some references have formatting errors (e.g., Jambeck et al. 20150; Malapel, 2020).

Some important international references on microplastics in benthic organisms are missing. Suggested additional reference:

GESAMP (2019). “Guidelines for the monitoring and assessment of plastic litter and microplastics in the ocean.” (IMO/FAO/UNESCO-IOC/UNIDO/WMO/IAEA/UN/UNEP/UNDP).

Rochman, C. M. et al. (2015). Policy: Classify plastic waste as hazardous. Nature, 494, 169–171.


	

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


	No. The English requires substantial revision for grammar, clarity, and scientific style. Examples include incorrect word choices (“clour” instead of “colour”), awkward phrasing, and redundancy. Professional English editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 Figures (maps) are helpful, but tables are numerous and repetitive; consider summarizing in fewer tables or in graphical form.

Conclusion is too brief and generic; it should highlight novelty, policy implications, and recommendations for further research.

The manuscript would benefit from restructuring to reduce redundancy and improve flow.
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