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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 provides new distributional records of echinostome cercariae from Indoplanorbis exustus in Nagaland, which had not been previously reported. The findings are significant for the scientific community because they contribute to the epidemiological mapping of snail-borne zoonoses in Northeast India, a region with limited parasitological studies. The study also has implications for both public health and livestock management, given that echinostomes affect humans as well as domestic animals. Moreover, the combined use of morphological and molecular tools enhances the accuracy of parasite identification and strengthens the scientific contribution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript. However, a shorter version may improve readability, for example: “New Records of Echinostome Cercariae in Indoplanorbis exustus from Nagaland, 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 clear and provides an overview of background, methods, results, and significance. Nevertheless, some sentences are rather long and could be shortened for better readability. Including the prevalence data (3%) in the abstract would further strengthen the summary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is, The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methods (morphological identification combined with ITS2-based molecular analysis) are appropriate and well explained. Results are consistent with previous studies from other regions. However, highlighting certain limitations, such as the restricted molecular sample size, would provide a more balanced discussion.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include both classical and recent literature. The inclusion of up-to-date sources (2020–2021) is appreciated. If available, one or two more recent global references on molecular identification of echinostomes (post-2022) could be added to strengthen the literature base.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in understandable English. Minor grammatical issues and long sentences reduce readability at times. For example, the phrase “widely distributed in widely distributed” in the Introduction should be corrected. Overall, the language quality is acceptable for scholarly communication, but some editing would further improve clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This study makes a valuable contribution to parasitology by filling a geographical gap in the distribution of echinostome cercariae in India. Figures and phylogenetic analysis are informative, though the quality of microscopic images could be improved. The conclusion would be stronger if the authors briefly discussed practical implications for disease control or suggested directions for future research.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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