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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	Given that microplastic contamination persists as serious threats to human well-being and the environment, this paper tackles a significant and extremely relevant subject. The review's effort to integrate the trophic, chemical, physiological, and physical causes of microplastic toxicity into an integrated framework makes it significant. Besides that, it compiles information from several systems in biology, that could help people understand the scope of what is now known in this field. But the text has to be significantly revised to increase coherence within it, level of clarity, scientific accuracy, and grammar quality in order to optimize its academic or scientific worth. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title clearly expresses the review's broad focus and is acceptable. It makes the manuscript's emphasis on chemical processes, bodily harm, and health consequences very evident.
	

	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.


	In general, the abstract contains the main ideas of the manuscript. It could benefit from a stronger focus, though it is descriptive. In addition to outlining the paper's structure and scope, the authors should simply state that this is a narrative review. Also, the abstract might benefit from avoiding overly generic statements and mentioning the main mechanical themes in a clearer manner. Besides that, the heading should be changed from "ABSTRACTS" to "ABSTRACT." To enhance clarity and academic tone, a few words also need to be simplified. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Before it can be declared scientifically sound enough for publishing, it needs to undergo important correction. A few parts, especially those that highlight experimental results from model systems coupled with potential implications for human health, generalize without providing adequate analytical confirmation.  If the made a clearer distinction between existing evidence, new results, and theories, the review would be stronger. Inner errors in consistency also exist, such as redundant material in the part on physiological and molecular disturbances, unequal scientific accuracy among subsections, conflicting citation style, and potential reference incompatibilities.   
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	One quality of the reference list is that it is extensive and include both recent and fundamental literature. Several recent citations from 2024 and 2025 are included in the manuscript, demonstrating an attempt to update the review. But there seem to be format problems, potential citation and reference conflicts, punctuation mistakes, and an unequal presenting style in the reference section, which requires careful proofreading. should ensure that journal formatting is used uniformly and ensure all in-text citations match the reference list accurately. A couple more significant recent review or consensus papers that particularly cover risk assessment, nanoplastic toxicity, and methodological standards might also be beneficial. 
	

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


	Not yet. The paper has numerous issues with language, syntax, phrasing, punctuation, and sentence structure that compromise its scientific value and reading.   While some paragraphs are well-written, others include strange phrasing and obvious grammatical mistakes. Besides that, there are signs of repetition and uneven style between sections, indicating that the work needs to be carefully edited for clarity and flow. 
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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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