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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.

	Manuscript addresses following points: 
· The impact of pharmaceutical pollutants on aquatic microbial communities and the comparison between freshwater and marine systems which is valuable to analyze the resilience and vulnerability. 
· It contributes in understanding the consequences of pharmaceutical contamination on ecosystem.
· The knowledge is critical for environmental policy, wastewater management, and bioremediation research because of its relevance to public health.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“4” 
Remark: Clear and relevant
Suggestion: can be more concise
 “Pharmaceutical Pollutants and Microbial Communities in Freshwater vs. Marine Ecosystems”
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“4”
Remark: Good overview is provided
Suggestion: More quantitative data with specific examples could be included.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“5”
Remark: Relevant and useful for proper indexing
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“3.5”
Remark: Appropriately organized
Suggestion: Avoid repetitions and make matter concise wherever possible.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“3.5”
Remark: Clearly stated
Suggestions: Objectives must be to the point so that reader can understand the research questions addressed.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“4”
Remark: Relevant resources cited
Suggestion: More current references should be preferred
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“3”
Remark: not satisfied with the inclusion of the current scenario
Suggestion: Include more recent studies, especially post 2020
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“2.5”
Remark: No proper explanation for literature selection
Suggestion: Include the databases and criteria used 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“3”
Remark: Most of the points are descriptive
Suggestion: Deeper critical analysis should be done 
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“4”
Remark: The need for pollutant removal techniques is very well highlighted
Suggestion: Describe the important research gaps mentioned

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“4”
Remark: Conclusion very much aligned
Suggestion: Include quantitative data to support the conclusion
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“2”
Remark: No exclusive discussion of limitations
Suggestion: Explain how secondary data can be used for identifying and eliminating the limitations
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	“4”
Remark: Majority peer-reviewed, some are general sources Suggestion: Include more articles from high-impact journals 
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	“4”
Remark: Clear and understandable
Suggestion: Remove reptitions
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Suggestion: “Pharmaceutical Pollutants and Microbial Communities in Freshwater vs. Marine Ecosystems”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Remark: Comprehensive enough
Suggestion: Add quantitative comparisons and few current case studies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Remark: Overall Correct
Suggestion: Include methodology part for selection of literature for clarity
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Remark: Adequate 
Suggestion: Include references post 2020 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No 
	





PART  3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Suggestion: Addition of recent literature, methodology description, and discussion of limitations.
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