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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.


	I think this manuscript is important because it provides local evidence of microplastic pollution in a vulnerable and economically significant region like the Niger Delta. The finding of 100% contamination across all species studied is quite alarming. 

In my opinion, the data on which organisms, like sea stars, accumulate the most microplastics is particularly valuable for understanding the movement of plastics through the food web. This work is a good step towards assessing the potential health risks for local communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, I believe the title is suitable and accurately reflects the core content of the research.
	

	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 comprehensive but it might be to very briefly mention the main sources of this pollution hinted at in the introduction such as, urban runoff, oil activities to give immediate context to the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	this study tackles a really important problem. it shows that plastic pollution is a huge issue, even for creatures at the bottom of the rivers in the Niger Delta. To me, this is a major warning sign, especially for the local communities who eat these seafoods.However, the method they used is a bit confusing. For example, it's not totally clear if they studied animals from the river or from a tank, which makes it hard to fully trust the setup. I also feel that the way they identified the plastic types (with a hot needle) isn't very precise these days; they really should have used more advanced machines for accurate results. So, my overall thought is, I believe the main message,

that there's widespread pollution,is correct and very alarming. But, some of the specific details and numbers might not be perfectly accurate. It's a good and necessary study, but it could be improved to make its findings stronger.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are a good start but not fully sufficient. Adding a few targeted, recent papers on methodology, fibre pollution, and health impacts would make the manuscript's foundation much stronger and more current.
In my opinion, for the ((human health impact)) discussion, which is a key conclusion, adding a very recent review would be excellent.
	

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


	To my mind, the language is understandable but needs editing for formal publication. There are frequent grammatical errors such as, clour, pullution, awkward phrasing, and informal terms like ((kitchen mortar))!.

I believe it requires thorough proofreading by a native speaker or professional editing service to correct these issues and elevate the quality to a standard suitable for scholarly communication, ensuring the important science is presented with the clarity and professionalism it deserves.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research highlights a critical environmental issue with valuable field data. However, the methodological contradictions between field collection and lab aquarium setup need urgent clarification to validate the findings. I recommend revisions to address these inconsistencies and improve the study's reliability.
	


	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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Pegah Gheshlaghi, Iran

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


