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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 manuscript addresses the emerging concern of microplastic toxicity, particularly polyethylene terephthalate (PET), on cardiovascular and metabolic health. The study presents relevant experimental data demonstrating how chronic PET exposure affects lipid profiles, inflammatory markers, and cardiac injury indicators in an in vivo rat model. These findings contribute to our understanding of environmental pollutant-induced cardiovascular risk and could be valuable for regulatory bodies and public health initiatives. The work aligns with ongoing global efforts to assess health impacts of environmental contaminants. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	yes
	

	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 provides a good overview of the background, aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, minor grammatical corrections and better structuring of methods and results sections would enhance readability. Suggested improvements include clearer mention of sample size distribution, statistical methods, and more concise conclusion. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically valid and methodologically sound. The use of appropriate biochemical markers (cTn-I, TNF-α, lipid profile) is justified. However, the manuscript would benefit from improvements in:
· Clarity in data presentation (add graphs/figures);

· Detailed descriptions of reagents and kits used
The methodology is generally appropriate and well-justified. The authors employed a suitable laboratory animal model (albino rats) and conducted an LD50 toxicity assessment, demonstrating scientific rigor. However, there are several points of concern:
· The number of animals in some groups (5 rats) is somewhat limited for achieving strong statistical power.

· Control for confounding variables (e.g., potential infections, individual physiological responses) is not described in sufficient detail.

· The analytical methods used (ELISA, colorimetry) are standard and acceptable, but there is no clear description of the kits' specifications or detection limits, which hinders the assessment of data accuracy.

· The methodology section includes some structural redundancies (e.g., Sections 2.4 and 2.4.1) and stylistic inconsistencies that require editorial correction.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are mostly up to date and relevant. Citations from 2020–2024 are included. However, a few key papers on PET-specific toxicokinetics or recent human-relevant exposure studies could strengthen the background. 
	

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

	Generaly suitable, but  there are grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and repetition 
	

	Optional/General comments

	The article has potential for publication, provided that revisions are made. The research topic is relevant, the methodology is generally acceptable, and the results are significant. It is recommended to:
· Expand the description of analytical methods (kits used, validation, quality control).

· Add graphical illustrations (to enhance data presentation).

· Revise and shorten the discussion section, focusing on key findings.

· Conduct thorough language and structural editing.

· Consider increasing the sample size in future studies.
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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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