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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 presents a qualitative assessment of zooplankton recorded from Pimpalgaon (Wakhaji) Dam, Nagpur District, Maharashtra, during June 2023 to May 2024. The study documents 26 reported forms belonging to Rotifera, Cladocera, and Copepoda. This examination may provide useful baseline information on the zooplankton assemblage of this reservoir.
However, the manuscript requires substantial revision to improve methodological transparency, taxonomic reporting, interpretation of results, and overall presentation. The following comments should be addressed before the work can be considered for publication.
Improve the study-area description by providing precise reservoir coordinates.
Clarify whether 50 L of water was filtered per station or per sampling event, the number of replicates, and whether samples from the five stations were analysed separately or pooled.
The inclusion of “Nauplius” as one of the 26 taxa requires clarification, as it represents a developmental stage rather than a species-level identification. Please verify the taxonomic names and revise the total count if necessary.
Provide monthly and/or station-wise taxon occurrence data to support the stated sampling design. If such comparisons are not possible, acknowledge this limitation.
Discussion: Remove repetitive statements and strengthen comparisons with previous studies. Clearly explain the novelty and contribution of the present study.
Correct figure numbering and ensure that all figures are cited in the correct sequence.
“Rotifers are particularly involved in nutrient cycling and are considered sensitive to changes associated with pollution in freshwater environments” and “A higher proportion of rotifer taxa in a qualitative inventory does not demonstrate that rotifers were numerically dominant or that the reservoir was eutrophic.” for these phrase cite a reference of Mohan et al. (2022) and Mohan and Prabha, (2024). 
Mohan, B., & Prabha, D. (2024). Evaluation of trophic state conditions in the three urban perennial lakes of the Coimbatore district, Tamil Nadu: Based on water quality parameters and rotifer composition. HydroResearch, 7, 360-371.
Mohan, B., Priyadarshinee, S., Kalpana, R., Bhavan, P. S., Manickam, N., Santhanam, P., & Prabha, D. (2022). Impact of seasonal changes in freshwater phytoplankton and zooplankton biodiversity at Valankulam Lake, Coimbatore District, Tamil Nadu, India. Journal of Applied Life Sciences & Environment, 191(3), 271.
	




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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory 
	

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

	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
	Good 
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	
	

	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
	Not applicable 
	

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

	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


	     Satisfactory
	

	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
	   Needs improvement 
	

	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
	   Satisfactory
	

	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
	Not applicable
	

	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
	Need improvement 
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	




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 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Yes 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	 Refer reviewer comments
	

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

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

	Not Applicable 
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