Review Form-1

	

	Journal Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY 



	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_5906

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Diversity and Distribution of Phytoplankton and Zooplankton in Selected Stretches of Lower Reaches of the Krishna River

	Type of the Article
	Research Article


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 publication advances knowledge of the dynamics of freshwater ecosystems by offering insightful information about the richness and distribution of phytoplankton and zooplankton in the lower sections of the Krishna River. 

In order to enable future ecological monitoring, biodiversity conservation, and water quality management, the thorough taxonomic assessment and seasonal variation analysis provide crucial baseline data. 

The work also advances our understanding of the structure of plankton communities, which is essential for assessing trophic relationships and ecological production. 

All things considered, scholars studying aquatic ecology, environmental science, and conservation biology will find great value in this work.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The study's scope and aims, including features of diversity and distribution as well as the study area (lower sections of the Krishna River), are clearly and precisely reflected in the title. 

It successfully communicates the main findings of the study to the scientific community.
	

	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 = Good
The study's magnitude, duration, sample locations, and key conclusions about the variety of phytoplankton and zooplankton are succinctly summarised in the abstract. 

To make it more thorough and powerful, it might be enhanced by quickly summarising the importance of the study and its main findings.
	

	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 = Good
The study's core themes—diversity, distribution, and plankton groupings in the Krishna River—are reflected in the pertinent keywords. To improve discoverability and indexing, they might be enhanced by adding more precise phrases (such as "freshwater ecology," "seasonal variation," or "biodiversity 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 = Good
The background information is pertinent to the study since it gives a concise summary of the ecological significance of plankton and their function in aquatic environments. To better support the study area and research gap, it may be strengthened by adding more recent literature and region-specific context.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The description of evaluating the variety and distribution of phytoplankton and zooplankton suggests the study's goals, but they aren't made explicit as distinct goals or hypotheses. The study's clarity and scientific emphasis might be enhanced by clearly stating particular objectives or hypotheses.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
While a large portion of the cited literature is older, it is pertinent to freshwater ecology and plankton diversity. To better represent current research trends and bolster the scientific background, the review would benefit from include more recent papers and updated conclusions.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent

The research approach is suitable and adequate for the goals of the study. The dependability and scientific validity of the data gathered are guaranteed by standard sample methodologies, preservation strategies, and identification processes utilising recognised taxonomic keys.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
The study does not contain human or animal ethical issues that call for official ethical approval; instead, it uses ecological sampling of plankton from natural water bodies.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The findings are presented in an understandable manner with thorough descriptions and well-arranged tables that display species abundance, composition, and seasonal fluctuation. To increase visual understanding and comparison, graphical representations (such as charts or figures) could be added to further improve the clarity.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The tables describe species composition, abundance, and distribution trends in an understandable, comprehensive, and study-relevant manner. Although they are required to corroborate the findings, more figures or graphical representations would improve data visualisation and clarity.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
By evaluating plankton diversity and dominance patterns with earlier research from various river systems, the discussion appropriately connects the findings to the body of current literature. To properly contextualise the findings within current research, it might be reinforced by adding more recent references and doing a more thorough critical analysis.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The data presented generally supports the results, especially when it comes to plankton diversity, dominance patterns, and seasonal fluctuations. To increase their effect and clarity, they may be made clearer and more in line with the main conclusions.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement

The study's weaknesses, including sampling restrictions, spatial coverage, and potential methodological biases, are not specifically addressed in the report. A specific limitations section would enhance the work's scientific rigour and transparency.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The references are pertinent and include important works on freshwater ecology and plankton diversity. Although the amount of references is sufficient, including more recent and updated research would improve the manuscript's scientific basis.
	

	15. 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 = Good
The manuscript is often organised logically, uses proper scientific vocabulary, and is written in an easy-to-read style. Nonetheless, there are a few little grammar mistakes and sentence structure problems, and thorough editing will enhance readability and clarity even more.
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	In addition to offering helpful baseline data for freshwater ecological research, the manuscript offers an insightful analysis on plankton diversity in the lower sections of the Krishna River. 

Although the results are well-organised and the technique is adequate, the paper would benefit from a more precise explanation of aims, the inclusion of recent literature, and the provision of graphical representations for improved data interpretation. 

To further enhance overall quality, an explanation of study limitations and modest language adjustments are advised. 

The manuscript will significantly advance research on aquatic ecology and biodiversity with these changes.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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