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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript addresses an interesting and rather underexplored topic: the nanoscale organization of chitin in zooplankton exposed to different salinity regimes in Turkish lagoons, using SAXS as a non-invasive analytical tool. By linking lagoon-scale environmental gradients (especially salinity) with nanostructural features of copepods and rotifers, the study helps bridge classical plankton ecology with modern biophysical methods. The work is relevant for researchers interested in zooplankton ecology, chitin nanostructure, and the development of new bioindicators of environmental stress. The multi-lagoon, multi-season sampling design and the explicit focus on chitin nanoglobules as proxies of developmental stage and stress response further increase its potential impact for lagoon monitoring and future biomonitoring applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Nanostructural Chitin Variations in Zooplankton Under Salinity Stress: A SAXS-Based Biochemical Analysis”, is generally appropriate and informative. It clearly reflects the focus on chitin nanostructure, salinity stress, and the use of SAXS. If the authors wish to improve specificity, they might consider indicating the geographical context, for example: “Nanostructural Chitin Variations in Lagoon Zooplankton Under Salinity Stress: A SAXS-Based Study from Turkish Coastal Lagoons.” However, the existing title can be accepted as it is.
	

	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 abstract is comprehensive and well structured, clearly stating the objective, methodology, main results (with numerical RG and distance values), and the broader ecological relevance of the findings. 

It successfully conveys the novelty of applying SAXS to zooplankton nanostructure and the link with salinity gradients.

A few improvements are recommended:

· Briefly mention the total number of lagoons, sampling years, and approximate number of analyzed samples, to ground the study design quantitatively.

· Add one sentence explicitly acknowledging key limitations (e.g., restricted sample size for some species/lagoon combinations, focus on dominant taxa only).

Overall, only minor editing is needed for conciseness and clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a scientific perspective, the manuscript is generally sound and the methodology is appropriate for the stated aims. The zooplankton sampling strategy (multiple lagoons, seasons, and years) is clearly described, and the selection of dominant species for SAXS analysis is justified by availability constraints. The SAXS setup is described in considerable detail, including beamline parameters, q-range, detector configuration, and data analysis tools (IGOR Pro and DAMMIN), which increases reproducibility.

However, several aspects could be strengthened:

· The statistical treatment of SAXS outputs (RG, PDDs, inter-nanoglobule distances) is mostly descriptive. The authors could improve robustness by clarifying the number of replicates per lagoon/season and, where possible, applying simple comparative statistics or confidence intervals to support statements about differences among lagoons or months.

· Some causal interpretations (e.g., direct linkage between salinity, developmental stage, and nanostructural integrity) would benefit from a more explicit discussion of potential confounding factors (e.g., temperature, food availability, species composition).

· The authors rightly acknowledge that this is a first study and that results cannot be fully compared with previous findings; this limitation could be emphasized more explicitly in the Discussion and Conclusion.

Overall, the core scientific message is convincing, but the analytical and interpretive sections can be made more rigorous and transparent.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is rich and generally appropriate, covering: classical and regional studies on lagoon/estuarine zooplankton and salinity effects, recent works on Turkish zooplankton diversity, SAXS methodology and chitin nanofiber research, ecological and hydrodynamic context for the studied lagoons.

Several recent references (2021–2025) are included, which is a strong point. Nonetheless, a few technical details could be improved:

· Ensure consistency in reference formatting (punctuation, spacing, journal titles, use of italics, DOI formatting, and capitalization).

· Check that all in-text citations appear in the reference list and vice versa (e.g., verify all lagoon-specific and nanostructure-related references).

In general, the references are sufficient and reasonably up to date.
	

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


	Grammar and syntax (e.g., subject–verb agreement, article use, plural/singular forms).

Word order and awkward phrasing (e.g. “The Lagoons are quite complex natural systems that serve a wide range of local people and ecologically and economically important wetlands which are formed different way of set in front of the gulf with the various substances carried by the sea”; “nanoscopic structural arrangement showed that linear results like zooplankton”).

Inconsistent capitalization (e.g., “Lagoons”, “Zooplankton”, “material and methods”).

I strongly recommend a thorough language revision focusing on clarity, conciseness, and consistent scientific style. Improving the English will significantly enhance readability and impact.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Novel application of SAXS to investigate chitin nanostructure in lagoon zooplankton across multiple Turkish coastal systems, filling an important methodological and geographical gap.

Clear ecological framing, linking nanostructural features to salinity gradients, seasonal variation, and known dynamics of lagoon zooplankton communities.

Detailed description of SAXS instrumentation and data processing, allowing replication of the experimental setup.

Explicit ethical statement and declaration regarding legal permissions and conflicts of interest.

Main points to improve:

· Results and Discussion: The text sometimes alternates between general ecological background and detailed SAXS results in a way that can be difficult to follow. A clearer separation between (i) environmental patterns, (ii) SAXS-derived nanostructural metrics, and (iii) integrative interpretation would improve readability.

· Where possible, consider adding simple quantitative comparisons (e.g., means ± SD, basic tests) to support the claim that certain lagoons (e.g., Dalyan vs. Çakalburnu) differ significantly in nanoglobule organization and carapace development.

· Tables and figure. Some tables (especially Table 2 and the SAXS comparison tables) would benefit from clearer formatting, better alignment, and more informative captions that briefly explain what the reader should notice (e.g., why certain species/lagoon/month combinations are highlighted as “dominant” or “well developed”).

· Language and style. As mentioned, a thorough language edit is needed to correct grammar, remove redundancies, and harmonize terminology (e.g., use consistently “nanoglobules”, “nanostructural chitin”, “carapace” etc.).

With these revisions, the manuscript has good potential for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
	There are no apparent ethical issues
	


Reviewer details:

Angelica Dobre, Institute of Research and Development for Aquatic Ecology Fishing and Aquaculture, Romania


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


