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PART 1
	
	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.
	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by systematically consolidating fragmented research on microplastic removal in urban wastewater treatment systems. It advances understanding by linking treatment performance not only to technologies but also to particle-specific characteristics such as size, shape, and polymer type. The study also highlights critical gaps in current research, particularly the lack of standardized methodologies and limited real-world validation of emerging technologies.
	


PART  2
	

	
	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
	Rating Scale: 4=Good
The title is concise, specific, and closely matches the focus of the study. It clearly captures the main aspects of the work, such as treatment approaches, factors influencing removal efficiency, and the environmental behavior of microplastics, ensuring it is both informative and suitable for a scientific readership.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The abstract clearly outlines the purpose of the study, the approach used, the main results, and the conclusions drawn. It captures the overall scope and importance of the work effectively; however, its impact could be strengthened by including a few key numerical results or quantitative highlights.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The keywords are suitable and align well with the main topics of the paper. They effectively highlight the primary areas of focus, though including a few additional or more general terms could enhance visibility and search ability.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The background is logically organized and offers adequate context regarding microplastic contamination and wastewater treatment processes. It clearly presents the problem and establishes the importance of the study, though adding more recent findings and deeper critical discussion would improve its overall depth.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 4=Good
The objectives are well articulated and closely match the focus of the research. They are stated in a clear and organized way, allowing readers to easily grasp the aim and direction of the study.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature review is appropriate and includes important studies on microplastic removal in wastewater treatment. It establishes a strong base for the research, though a deeper comparison and integration of prior findings would enhance its overall quality.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature review draws on recent publications and captures current progress in the field. It successfully integrates contemporary studies, keeping the research aligned with the latest trends and developments.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4=Good
The search methodology is presented in a clear and systematic manner, detailing the databases used, search terms, and inclusion criteria. This organized approach improves clarity and ensures that the process can be easily understood and replicated.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4=Good
The paper demonstrates a fair degree of critical evaluation by examining differences in removal performance and highlighting major influencing factors. Nonetheless, a more detailed comparison among studies and a deeper assessment of their limitations would strengthen the analysis.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4=Good
The study effectively points out important research gaps and suggests clear directions for future work. It addresses challenges such as methodological limitations, scalability concerns, and the lack of standardization, offering useful insights for advancing research in this area.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The conclusions are sound and follow logically from the analysis provided in the study. They clearly highlight the main findings and remain aligned with the stated objectives and overall results.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The study openly outlines its limitations and discusses them in a clear manner. It considers factors like differences in methods, restricted data, and possible biases, reflecting a fair and transparent assessment.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The citations are satisfactory and basically sourced from reputable, peer-reviewed publications. They also include up-to-date and pertinent studies, supporting the credibility and scholarly rigor of the work.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3 = Satisfactory
The paper is presented in a clear and easy-to-follow manner, allowing readers to understand the content without difficulty. While the overall clarity is strong, slight refinements in sentence construction and brevity would improve readability further.
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The paper deals with a relevant and current topic and follows a structured systematic review method. While the work is generally solid and backed by appropriate literature, some areas need improvement, particularly deeper critical discussion, inclusion of quantitative or comparative insights, and clearer presentation of figures. The authors are encouraged to revise these aspects to improve the overall quality and contribution of the study.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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