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	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 offers a thorough and timely overview of what we currently know about the environmental fate and ecological risks of microplastics (MPs) and nanoplastics (NPs) in both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. One of its main strengths is the way it brings together the soil–river–marine continuum, clearly illustrating how these systems are interconnected rather than functioning in isolation (particularly in Sections 4 and 5).

The paper is further strengthened by its thoughtful discussion of methodological challenges in detecting and characterizing these particles (Section 8), as well as the reflective analysis in Section 10, where the authors critically examine whether plastics pose risks that are fundamentally different from those associated with natural particles.

By explicitly highlighting key knowledge gaps—especially those related to nanoplastics and long-term exposure under environmentally realistic conditions—the manuscript provides valuable insight and helps move the field toward more robust and realistic ecological risk assessment approaches.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the content of the article and clearly conveys the central themes addressed in the manuscript. It captures the environmental fate of micro- and nanoplastics, their associated ecological risks, the existing knowledge gaps, and their relevance to both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. In its current form, the title is clear, precise, and fully aligned with the scope and objectives of the review, and no modification is necessary.
	

	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 well structured and provides a clear and accurate synthesis of the main elements of the manuscript, including the sources and transport pathways of micro- and nanoplastics, their behavior in the environment, their ecological effects, the major uncertainties that still persist, and the need for integrated risk assessment frameworks. It offers a coherent overview of the topic and reflects the overall direction of the review.

However, Section 10, which presents a critical perspective and represents one of the manuscript’s most conceptually significant contributions, is not explicitly reflected in the abstract. Including a brief reference to the comparison between plastic particles and natural particles would strengthen the alignment between the abstract and the core arguments developed in the paper. Aside from this point, the abstract is clear, coherent, and scientifically sound.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript follows a clear and logical structure, moving from definitions and classification to sources, environmental fate, ecological effects, methodological challenges, risk assessment, a critical perspective, and finally knowledge gaps and future directions. This progression supports a coherent and well-organized discussion.

Among its strengths are the clear distinction between microplastics and nanoplastics in terms of mobility and biological uptake, the balanced treatment of physical and chemical toxicity mechanisms, and the thoughtful acknowledgment of limitations associated with unrealistically high experimental exposure concentrations. The emphasis on terrestrial ecosystems as major reservoirs and secondary sources also enhances the integrative perspective of the review.

A few points require minor attention. The reference listed as Wang et al. (2020) and Wang et al. (2020b) appears to be duplicated and should be corrected. In Section 10, the discussion on potential risk overestimation would benefit from clearer linkage to studies cited earlier in the manuscript. Additionally, given the number of 2025 references, the authors may wish to confirm that all cited sources are final peer-reviewed publications. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and requires only minor revisions.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is extensive and up to date, particularly covering the period 2022 to 2025. It includes relevant and well-selected studies addressing detection methods discussed in Section 8, ecotoxicological evidence presented in Sections 6 and 7, risk assessment approaches outlined in Section 9, and processes related to the plastisphere and particle aggregation described in Section 5. The only issue identified concerns the apparent duplication of the reference Wang et al. (2020), which should be corrected for consistency.
	

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


	The text is appropriate for an academic audience and is generally clear and readable. The issues identified are purely editorial in nature and do not affect the scientific content. These include occasional missing hyphenation in compound terms, some overly long sentences particularly in Sections 8 and 10, and minor formatting inconsistencies. Overall, no major language revisions are necessary.
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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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