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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 is a high-quality review article with a clear methodological structure, covering the topic of microplastics in freshwater and fish ecosystems. It features: Current Information: Literature coverage up to 2025; Comprehensive Methodology: Systematic search across multiple databases; Balanced Presentation: Combining field and laboratory evidence; Constructive Criticism: Discusses methodological limitations in a balanced manner; Multidisciplinary Connection: Linking environmental, toxicological, and public health considerations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The advantages of the current title:

Scientifically accurate: Precisely defines the research area

Comprehensive: Covers the main topics (dissemination, pathways, auditory effects)

Clear

Highly academic: May not appeal to readers outside the field

Does not address societal implications or recommendations
"Assessing and Managing Microplastic Risks in Freshwater Fisheries: Exposure Pathways and Toxicological Evidence"
	

	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.


	Strengthened ecological implications ("biologically meaningful effects")

Streamlined methodological constraints (removed list from abstract)

Enhanced policy relevance (final sentence addition)

Improved flow between concepts

Maintained all critical content while reducing wordiness

Final Recommendation:

The original abstract is 85-90% comprehensive and follows good scientific practice. My suggestions aim to:

Increase conceptual clarity about the review's contribution

Strengthen the policy relevance for non-specialist readers

Improve readability without sacrificing technical accuracy

Ensure the abstract better reflects the depth of the entire article's critical analysis
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the science is fundamentally correct, a few minor points could be sharpened for absolute precision:

Typographical Error in Introduction:

Current Text: At the same time, translating " Elliott"...

Issue: This appears to be a stray word or editing artifact.

Suggested Correction: Remove " Elliott" so the sentence reads: "At the same time, translating the presence of MPs in fish into actionable..."

Forward-Looking Date in Methods:

Current Text: "January 2015 to **October 2025**"

Issue: As of now (2024), a search extending to 2025 is anticipatory. This is likely intentional to denote the inclusion of "in-press" or early-access articles, but it should be clarified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Final Verdict:

This manuscript is scientifically correct and represents a high-quality review article. It successfully:

Synthesizes a large, complex body of literature accurately.

Maintains a critical perspective on evidence strength.

Clearly distinguishes between well-established facts and areas of uncertainty.

Follows standard academic structure and reporting.

Provides a valuable, balanced resource for researchers and policymakers.

Recommendation: The manuscript is suitable for submission to a scientific journal in its current form. . The other points are minor clarifications that could be incorporated during final revision to achieve maximum precision.


	

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


	yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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