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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
THE STRUCTURE OF THE ARTICLE MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

The chapter provides an adequate overview of the important role of zooplankton in the 
ecosystem. The purpose of the study is well justified. 

 
2. MATERIAL AND METHODS 

The presentation of the studied area, the sampling method and the analysis are 
appropriate for the research 

 
3. RESULTS 

There are many errors in writing the species names in the text section and in the tables 
showing the species lists (see corrected article) 

 
4. DISCUSSION  

The chapter is appropriate, some additions are required,  
see Minor Revision comments 

 
5. CONCLUSION 

This chapter contains general findings. 
 

 
Thank you for the reviews. The corrections has been done. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Species names need to be  corrected in the text and in the species lists (Tables 1, 2, 3). 

 
2. What may explain the quantitative increase in some cases in the lower depths as well? 
 
3. In Figure 5, the numeric value is missing from the scale. 
 
4. Reference is made to physicochemical parameter ranges. Which are because they are not 

in the text. 
 
5. What are the pollution-tolerant copepodit species, - it is necessary to name them. 
 
 

 
The species names has been corrected 
 
 
This has been explained 
 
The sale has been properly fixed 
 
 
This has been duly corrected 
 
The copepod species has been named 

Optional/General comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

 
 

 


