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	       General comment
	The manuscript presents a seasonal ecological assessment of zooplankton diversity, abundance, and biomass in Hanjagi Lake, Vijayapura. The study provides baseline information for freshwater ecosystem monitoring and contributes to understanding seasonal dynamics in semi-arid tropical lakes. However, the manuscript requires revision to improve methodological clarity, statistical support, language quality, and reference formatting.
	

	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 important baseline ecological information on zooplankton diversity and seasonal dynamics in a tropical freshwater lake. Such studies are valuable for long-term biomonitoring, water quality assessment, and fisheries management. The dataset contributes to understanding ecological stability and productivity patterns in semi-arid lake ecosystems. The findings can support conservation planning and sustainable management of freshwater resources.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and reflects the study objectives.

Optional suggestion: Seasonal Zooplankton Diversity and Biomass in Hanjagi Lake, India.
	

	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 generally comprehensive. However, it is recommended to:

· Include key quantitative findings (density and biomass range).

· Briefly mention sampling methodology.

· Add one sentence on ecological implication.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and the methodology is appropriate. However, additional methodological details (replication, preservation, biomass estimation) and statistical analysis are recommended to strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant but require correction.

· Remove duplicate references.

· Improve formatting consistency.

· Include additional recent Indian freshwater zooplankton studies if possible.
	

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


	Language is understandable but requires moderate editing to improve grammar, reduce repetition, and maintain consistency in scientific writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Provide statistical analysis for seasonal comparison.

· Clarify sampling protocol.

· Improve figure captions.

· Ensure scientific names are italicized.

· Strengthen discussion with comparison to similar studies.

1. Research Gap
· The introduction states that systematic investigations are scarce, but this claim needs stronger justification.

· Include a clearer research gap (e.g., lack of seasonal biomass studies, lack of multi-station diversity analysis, or absence of baseline data for this lake).

2. Methodological Clarity
· Provide more detail on:

· Sampling depth (surface / integrated column).

· Number of replicates per station.

· Preservation method (e.g., formalin %, Lugol’s iodine).

· Biomass estimation procedure (drying temperature, duration).

· Clarify why 60 µm net followed by 200 µm mesh was used (this appears contradictory — explanation needed).

3. Statistical Analysis
· The manuscript reports diversity indices but lacks statistical testing.

· Include:

· ANOVA / Kruskal-Wallis for seasonal differences.

· Multivariate analysis (optional but recommended).

· Correlation with environmental variables (if available).

4. Results Interpretation
· Some explanations are speculative (e.g., silicate availability causing crustacean dominance) without supporting data.

· Interpret results cautiously or cite supporting literature.

5. Discussion Depth
· Discussion is descriptive and should be strengthened by:

· Comparison with Indian tropical lakes.

· Linking biomass trends to trophic status.

· Ecological implication (mesotrophic / eutrophic indication).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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