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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.


	The present study provides baseline data regarding the physico-chemical characteristics and zooplankton diversity of Panjapur Lake in Tiruchirappalli, Tamil Nadu, South India. The information generated can be helpful for aquatic ecologists, environmental biologists, and lake management authorities to understand seasonal water quality fluctuations and biodiversity dynamics. The long-term monitoring of water quality parameters along with zooplankton diversity evaluation will contribute to understanding the ecological health status of freshwater bodies in South India.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Change the title as there is no direct evidence linked shown in manuscript about zooplankton effects on the water quality parameters – so change title to something like this:

"Assessment of Physico-chemical Parameters and Zooplankton Diversity of Panjapur Lake, Tiruchirappalli, Tamil Nadu, South India."
	

	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.


	· Abstract is overall fine but author should revise the abstract in such a way that it clearly mentions objective, methods, main findings, and implications properly.
· Additionally, in the last line of abstract avoid suggesting future awareness programs, which is out of scope for abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	  The study is scientifically correct but needs improvement in terms of structure, clarity, presentation, and depth of discussion.
  The title must be corrected as per the data presented.

  Abbreviations need to be corrected throughout the manuscript.

  Discussion needs to be shortened and focused only on results and relevant comparisons.

  Placement of figures and tables need to be improved.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  Author should add these two important references in the methods section of physicochemical parameters:
· Yadav, S., & Kumar, N. (2023). Assessing Seasonal Changes in Physicochemical Traits and Biochemical Profiles of Key Carp Species in Masani Barrage Lake and JLN Canal. International Journal, 10(4), 2463-2482.

· Yadav, S., & Kumar, N. Evaluation Of Physiochemical Traits And Biochemical Profiling In Key Carp Species Within The JLN Canal.  Other references used appear recent but need to be cross-checked for authenticity as many of them seem AI-generated or found using AI tools.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English language of the article is acceptable but requires careful checking for grammatical errors, AI-generated sentences, and redundancy.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Reduce introduction to less than 450 words. There are too many general statements given. Remove them.
2. Abbreviations need to be checked throughout the manuscript. Add full form only when first cited and then use abbreviation throughout.

3. Remove words like "see figure this" and use only (Figure 2.2).

4. Table 1 needs to be placed appropriately and provide data as discussed in the results.

5. The bar symbol for error at the top, used in all figures is too bold. Reduce the thickness of all error bars.

6. In Figure 6, remove words "monthly wise" to "month wise".

7. Discussion section is too long. Reduce it to around 600-800 words.

8. In discussion, discuss only your results and compare them with other studies of the field. Don't explore too much irrelevant information.

9. Names of various species have not been italicized in the manuscript. Check and correct all of them..
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	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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