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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.

	The topic is important and timely because the manuscript connects chemical migration, micro-/nanoplastic release, toxicological mechanisms, ecological consequences, and clinical interpretation rather than treating these as isolated issues. The manuscript appropriately emphasizes that detection of a chemical or particle does not by itself establish its source or clinical risk. This is one of the stronger aspects of the review.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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, Appropriate and accurately reflects the scope, although it is quite long. It could be shortened without losing the central concepts.
	

	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, The abstract clearly identifies the review scope, search period, principal findings and clinical interpretation. It appropriately distinguishes migration from demonstrated disease risk.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4, The keywords cover the major concepts: bottled water, PET, antimony, NIAS, microplastics, environmental stress and exposure assessment.
	

	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
	4, The introduction establishes the complexity of the bottle-water exposure system and explains source attribution, stress conditions and risk interpretation effectively.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5, The objectives are explicitly stated and correspond well to the scope of the review: stressors, source attribution, biological plausibility, human evidence and research/regulatory priorities.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5, The literature is highly relevant and covers chemistry, analytical science, toxicology, ecotoxicology, exposure assessment, biomonitoring and clinical evidence.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4, The review contains recent evidence, including studies from 2024–2026, while also appropriately retaining older foundational studies.
	

	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
	4, The authors describe databases, search period, concepts, eligibility criteria, screening, duplicate handling and citation searching. However, reproducibility could be improved by providing complete database-specific search strings and clearer documentation of the number of records screened/included.
	

	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
	5,  This is a major strength. The manuscript repeatedly distinguishes hazard from exposure, source attribution from detection, and experimental toxicity from clinical risk.
	

	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

	5, Clearly addressed. The future section proposes realistic stress-dose mapping, source-resolved analysis, harmonization of micro-/nanoplastic measurements and improved exposure assessment.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5, Conclusions appropriately reflect the evidence and avoid claiming that bottled-water exposure has been proven to cause human disease.
	

	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
	5, Limitations are explicitly acknowledged, including narrative-review selection bias, heterogeneity, English-language restriction, geographical limitations, limited brand samples and difficulty in source attribution.
	

	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, References appear broadly appropriate and include peer-reviewed foundational and recent literature. Reference formatting and consistency should nevertheless be checked throughout.
	

	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, Generally clear and scholarly, but a final language/proofreading pass is needed for typographical and formatting issues.
	




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.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
Minor Revision, provided the authors address the methodological reporting, language, reference and regulatory-verification points.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

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

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

	No
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