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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.


	The manuscript reports the morphological confirmation of a proposed new leech species, Poecilobdella tarubalaae, from Karnataka, India. Documentation of leech diversity in India remains incomplete, and describing new species contributes significantly to regional faunal inventories, freshwater biodiversity data, and future ecological studies. The genus Poecilobdella is taxonomically valuable, and any potential addition to the group is important for systematic biology. Therefore, the subject matter is relevant for zoologists and taxonomists, provided the species description is robust.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the main purpose of the article. However, it would be clearer if edited to: “Morphological Description and Taxonomic Notes on Poecilobdella tarubalaae sp. nov. from Karnataka, 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 needs major improvement. It is currently descriptive and lacks essential components such as the purpose of the study, diagnostic traits, methodological details, and significance of the new species. Several sentences are grammatically incorrect or incomplete. I recommend rewriting the abstract to include:a clear rationale for the study, key morphological features of the new species, its taxonomic importance, and a concise conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents important material, but it requires substantial revision to meet taxonomic publication standards.

· The diagnostic description is incomplete and contains ambiguous measurements.

· Methodological details (instruments, magnification, terminology source) are lacking.

· Results, diagnosis, and discussion are mixed in one section. A more structured and thorough taxonomic treatment is needed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references cited are classical taxonomic works, which are appropriate. However, the manuscript lacks recent literature on updated leech taxonomy, phylogeny, and morphological standards (post-2000). Adding more contemporary references will strengthen the scientific foundation.
	

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


	The manuscript requires major English editing. There are numerous grammatical errors, inconsistent terminology, unclear sentences, and typographical mistakes. Scientific clarity would significantly improve after thorough language revision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures should include scale bars and clearer labels.

· The comparison table is helpful but needs clearer formatting.

· The “Historical Review” section is not essential and could be shortened or moved to the introduction.

· A formal “Diagnosis,” “Description,” “Remarks,” and “Etymology” section should be added to meet taxonomy standards.
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	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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