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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Plankton are important and can be used in monitoring. They are part of wider biodiversity. They can be used as indicators in stream ecology 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Its appropriate.
	

	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.


	There was lack of a brief of methodology. There is a comma in line 10 after protozoa (19%) which could be removed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are wide gaps. Am not sure why the same net mesh 55 was used for samplin phyytoplankton and zooplankton. There should be soecifications on the counting done in the Sedgewick rafter cell (parallel scanning or whole). The water quality was not measured; yet at the discussion the author tried to relate it with phytoplankton and zooplankton. The discussion lacked the needed robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are up-to-date and sufficient.
	

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


	The eglish was suitable except for afew incidences. Word comprise in the second line (paragraph 1 in discussion) should be changed to comprised. Supports should be changed to supported (discussion, Paragraph 2 (Line 4))
	

	Optional/General comments


	In the objective, there should be consideration of adding the seasonality aspect.
A brief summary/ literature review on the research done previously on plankton in India could be needed before the stating of the objective.
The sites should be shown on the map.
For what period of time were the samples collected?
There is a lot of information in the study area that could be included in the introduction.
What method was used in counting the plankton in the Sedgwick rafter cell? Parallel scanning or whole?
Why was this mesh size chosen for phytoplankton and zooplankton? The phytoplankton are smaller in size. why was the phytoplankton sample preserved in Lugol iodine solution?
The formular of the relative abundance should be corrected from fish species to plankton species.
In the 4th last lines in the results (1st paragraph) add had after while.
The explanation above Figure 4 should be at the discussion section.
The explanation above Figure 7 should be at the discussion.
The explanations below Figure 7 should be at the discussion.
For you to relate the seasonal variation with the environmental factors; they should have been measured prior and a Pearson's correlation done.
The second paragraph in the discussion has no reference.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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