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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	The manuscript provides important information on the interaction between environmental conditions and marine copepods of the Gulf of Mannar region. The Gulf of Mannar is part of the Indian Ocean biodiversity hotspot. It is needed for the study, conservation and sustainable management of marine resources. 

I believe that this valuable manuscript is acceptable for publication, but there may be some minor corrections in the abstract and results.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The content is comprehensive, but some information on Correlation Analysis of Environmental and Biological Matrix should be added. For example, the result shows that the pH has greatly affected environmental features, etc.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
For the sampling sites, please show more characteristic details from the three sampling stations, such as the ocean zonation (intertidal or pelagic zone), sea level, near urban, etc.
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
- Add the discussion of the ecological linkage between coastal and open ocean environments.
- Table 1. Occurrence of copepod species
It’s may be more clear if author add the frequency percentages of copepods recorded.
- 3.4. Correlation Analysis
Add the ordination diagram based on the correlation of copepod species concerning environmental variables.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
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Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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