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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 manuscript by systematically analyzing nearly a decade of global research output on micro- and nanoplastic exposure, it moves beyond narrative reviews to offer an empirical, macro-level perspective on publication trends, international contributions, and thematic evolution.

The identification of dominant research clusters alongside visualizations of collaborative networks serves as an essential strategic tool but the authors must more clearly articulate insight this particular analysis provides that is not found in prior similar studies. 

finally,the focus on the human health is a strength, but the depth of analysis on this specific theme is superficial.!
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Human Exposure to Micro (Nano) Plastics and their Potential Health Impact: A Scientometric Analysis"is broadly suitable but not optimal, it does not highlight the systematic review of a decade of research (2014-2024), which is a central feature of the work.
	

	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 not sufficiently comprehensive. It currently lacks the specific search query and inclusion criteria, and presents only superficial results without highlighting key thematic clusters or nuanced findings. Furthermore, the conclusion is many general.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific validity of the manuscript is undermined by  a misreported future date for the study, inconsistencies in describing the methods, and an analysis that merely lists findings rather than offering a meaningful, critical examination of the research landscape.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list, while lengthy, does not adequately fulfill its scholarly role in supporting a bibliometric analysis.

It is heavily skewed toward primary research on microplastics and lacks foundational citations on bibliometric methodology and prior scientometric reviews in this field.
	

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


	While the manuscript's core message is understandable, its English quality is not yet suitable for scholarly publication. 

The text of manuscript is marred by recurrent grammatical errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic but requires substantial restructuring to transform from a descriptive data report into a compelling, analytical bibliometric study.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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