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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 manuscript provides a modest scientific contribution to documenting the diversity of freshwater rotifers in the Nashik region of India, an area that has received limited research attention in this field. The study's significance lies in providing a preliminary checklist of 23 taxa belonging to 14 genera, thereby enriching the regional zooplankton database of Maharashtra state. The study also highlights the ecological diversity of rotifers (planktonic, benthic, and periphytic), reflecting habitat heterogeneity in the region's aquatic systems. However, the scientific value of the study remains limited due to the absence of quantitative data, statistical analyses, and physicochemical measurements, making it primarily a descriptive baseline inventory rather than an integrated ecological study.

	



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
	4 Title is clear but too general; could be improved by adding (exploratory study)or (preliminary checklist)
	

	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 Covers essential elements but lacks specific numerical results |

	

	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 Monogonta  should be (Monogononta)
	

	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
	

	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  Objectives are vague and lack precise hypothesis formulation 
	

	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 Most references are pre-2015,  lacks recent literature (2020-2024)
	

	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
	3  Methodology is descriptive and lacks quantitative details and statistical standards
	

	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 (study on aquatic invertebrates)

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Results presented in a table but lack statistical analysis and maps
	

	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


	3 Table is useful, but image quality is poor and inadequately labeled
	

	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 discussion but excessively interprets ecological conditions without supporting data
	

	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
	3 Conclusions are broader than the data permit
	

	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
	4 Limitations are acknowledged but in a general manner
	

	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 Lacks recent references (2020-2024), some references are incomplete
	

	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 Acceptable language but contains some grammatical and spelling errors
	




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.

	No ,  The  suggested title:
Preliminary checklist of freshwater rotifers (Class: Monogononta) from Nashik region, Maharashtra, India

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, to a large extent, but need to  improvements:
- Include specific numbers (23 taxa, 14 genera) more prominently
- Briefly mention methodology (study period, number of sites)
- Clarify that this is a preliminary inventory, not a comprehensive ecological assessment

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, in terms of taxonomic identification, but the following issues are noted:
1. Spelling error in keywords: "Monogonta" should be corrected to "Monogononta"
2. Absence of quantitative data: Lack of species relative abundance makes ecological interpretation unreliable
3. Overinterpretation of ecological conditions: Linking species presence to specific environmental conditions (e.g., eutrophication) without supporting physicochemical data
4. Incomplete methodological details: Mesh size of plankton net is not mentioned
5. Missing maps: No map showing sampling locations

	

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

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

	No, observations include:
- Lack of recent references (2020-2024), except Denys & De Smet (2023) and Halabowski et al. (2022)
- Some references are incomplete (e.g., Zoological Survey of India, 2014)
- Suggested addition of recent literature on rotifer diversity in India and tropical regions
- Reference Tonapi (1980) is outdated; could be replaced with a more recent source

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No, the study involves aquatic invertebrates and does not include animal or human experiments
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