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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 study involves a substantial amount of field and laboratory work, which I sincerely appreciate. It is conducted in an important and relatively understudied region, and the authors have collected valuable data from this area. However, the current presentation of the results does not fully reflect the significance of the work. If the authors carefully consider the suggestions provided and strengthen the manuscript by incorporating more informative and comprehensive analyses, the paper has the potential to become a valuable and useful contribution for other researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable but very simple. 
	

	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 should begin with a broader and more general contextual statement. In addition, the number of sampling sites is missing and should be reported. It would also be beneficial to include information on species richness and diversity. The term “hydrological disturbances” is rather general and should be described more specifically in relation to the study area. Moreover, there is no information provided about the sampling locations; it would be helpful if the authors added at least one or two sentences describing the characteristics of the sampling area. Finally, the abstract should provide information on Shannon diversity and evenness values, or at least report the minimum and maximum values together with the corresponding sampling months.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound; however, the statistical analysis is relatively weak. In addition, the presentation of the results is not fully appropriate for a scientific paper. The authors are encouraged to apply more robust and informative analytical approaches to strengthen the validity and interpretability of their findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant; however, their number is quite limited. In several sections, only a single citation is provided for an entire paragraph, which is insufficient to support the statements made. The authors are encouraged to incorporate additional references and to cite multiple sources for individual statements where appropriate. For example, they did not refer to the relevant identification key references, which are essential for supporting the taxonomic determinations used in the study.
	

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


	The overall quality of the language is acceptable; however, it could be further improved to enhance clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	As mentioned earlier, the presentation of the results is quite weak and would benefit from substantial improvement. The authors could, for instance, provide a presence–absence table for all species and indicate the sampling months in which each species was present or absent. Total abundance could be more effectively presented using bar charts or box plots across different sampling months, while the percentage contribution of zooplankton groups could be illustrated using a pie chart. I also strongly recommend presenting the diversity indices using column charts to enhance clarity and interpretation. Furthermore, the citation of literature in the Discussion section is very limited. The authors should more clearly relate their findings to previous studies by discussing both similarities and differences with earlier research.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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 detail)

No
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