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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.
	This study provides valuable insights into zooplankton diversity and density across active and non-active fishing zones in the southeastern Arabian Sea, a region of significant ecological and economic importance. The documentation of 53 species/genera off the coast of Kollam contributes to the biodiversity baseline for this understudied area and strengthens our understanding of trophic linkages supporting commercially important pelagic fisheries. The statistically significant differences in zooplankton density observed between zones and months offer critical groundwork for ecosystem-based fisheries management. 
	




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

	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
	1
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	




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.
The phrasing "To study..." is overly informal and reads more like a research objective than a scientific title; A revised title such as "Diversity and Density of Zooplankton in Active and Non-Active Fishing Zones off Kollam, Southwest Coast of India" would be more concise, professional, and aligned with standard scientific writing conventions.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	No (needs Improvement)
The abstract is notably incomplete and falls short of the standards expected for a scientific publication. 
- It lacks a clear background/context sentence that establishes why the study was conducted and its broader significance.
- There is no mention of the sampling period (November 2019 – February 2020) or the methodology used.
- There is no clear conclusion or implication statement summarizing what the findings mean for fisheries management or future research.
The abstract appears too brief and underdeveloped, lacking the structured flow of Background to Methods too Results to Conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes.
- The ANOVA table contains an apparent error — the Total SS (1238.96) does not equal the sum of Between months SS (9352.125), Between zones SS (2663.208), and Error SS (353.625), which is a serious inconsistency that must be corrected before publication.
- The manuscript lacks water quality parameter data, despite listing them as keywords, which is a significant scientific gap.
- Figures are not referenced in the text and their actual content is absent from the manuscript.
- Some references are inconsistently cited in the text (e.g., "Sonekar & Chahal et al., 2025"), mixing individual and et al. citation formats, which raises concerns about citation accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes
- A significant portion of the references are outdated, with several dating back to the 1960s–1980s (Kasturirangan, 1963; Greene, 1983; Vijayaraghavan, 1982; Prasad, 1969).
- The CMFRI (2025) citation lacks sufficient detail (authors, title, volume) to be properly traceable, reducing its credibility as a reference.
	

	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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