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This paper describes the spatial distribution of mesozooplankton communities in the whole
basin of the Adriatic Sea as well as the food structure of mesozooplankton based on
isotope analysis. In general, the authors attempted to present the spatial differentiation of
mesozooplankton community among the different areas of the Adriatic Sea. Although to
be presented the zooplankton community for the whole basin is something rather new for
the area, their findings regarding the observed differences in the mesozooplankton
community between offshore and inshore among the areas it is something that is
expected. What is missing is to investigate if the observed differences can be attributed to
different mesoscale features existing in the area. However, the innovative part of this
study are the results for the isotope analysis. The authors have used many species and
they tried to find through the isotope analysis the food web structure of the
mesozooplankton in the Adriatic. Although their findings are quite interesting and
contributes with new knowledge especially regarding the findings from the isotope
analysis, there are some parts in the methodology as well as in the results that the
authors have to clarify before this article has the quality to be published. In the following
notes, I will give some comments and suggestions on the different chapters that could
help the Authors to improve their article.

In the abstract, a relative to the results conclusion is missing. Please add a more specific
conclusion regarding to your findings.

Either in the Introduction or in the Methodology/study area description chapter, it would
be helpful the authors to add a description of the hydrological conditions /mesoscale
features/circulation that they existing in the Adriatic Sea during the sampling period.

Line 110. It seems that the selected areas are based only to the topograpfy and fishery
management reasons. What about the existing circulation and mesoscale features of the



area? Have you take into consideration other parameters as well for the division of the
area?

Line 116. Explain the reasons that you have done the zooplankton sampling in June/July
since it is not one of the corresponding period to examine zooplankton in the open sea.

Line 123-131. Besides the selected oceanographic characteristics to separate the areas,
have you tested if also other oceanographic variables such as T, S, O2, Chla and nutrients
are significantly differentiated among them?

In addition, what is the sampling bottom in areas GSA17S and GSA18? In the figures
below there are six areas. It seems that the description of the selected areas is rather
confusing. Thus, please clarify better how you have done the separation. It would be
helpful if there is a Table to present the oceanographic characteristics and variables from
the different areas as well as the significant differences among them

Line 135-137. Some lines before (121-123) you have mentioned that you separated each
sample in two subsamples. The first one is frozen and the second one is preserved in
formalin. However, you preferred to do the identification of the zooplankton community in
species level from the frozen samples. Can the authors explain why they have not chosen
the preserved samples for their analysis, since the animals in the preserved samples will
be in a better condition for their identification?

Line 138-139. Explain why you have chosen to use the wet weight biomass and no other
expression of biomass like dry weight or in carbon.

Section 2.7. It would be good to compare the isotopic niche using the species found in all
sampling areas. Clarify why you have taken Gaetanus as a baseline, since you have found
it only in one station. You should clarify why you made such a decision, otherwise it would
be good for the baseline to use a common species throughout the study area. Use also
recent publications for the eastern Mediterranean for your comparison and discussion.

Line 251-253. Do you mean here that there are not inshore-offshore differences between
the same areas or between the different subareas? Please clarify your results. It would be
more helpful to show in the Table the significant differences or not among the selected
areas. It is difficult to follow the results.

Also the observed significant differences are only for the South to North areas? What
about the central one?



Line 274-275. There is also a clear separation of GSA18 offshore from the other stations
and the offshore stations of the GSA17N is close to those of the GSA17C-S according to
the figure. Please explain better the results.

Line 278-279. In the Figure 3 legend, what is the sub area 1??

Section 4.2. Almost the whole paragraph should be moved to the results section in order
to understand why you have made the selection of the areas.

Line 431-432. DO is not only the major factor according to your analysis. Salinity and
fluorescence have higher percentage. What about them?
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