
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_6009

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	REDESCRIPTION OF POECILOBDELLA MANASHIIAE, A NEW SPECIES OF LEECH FROM TRIPURA, INDIA

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 description of new leech species contributes meaningfully to our understanding of Indian hirudinean biodiversity, which represents approximately 12% of global leech diversity. Northeast India, including Tripura, remains inadequately surveyed, and records from protected wildlife sanctuaries such as Parghumti are of particular faunal significance. The genus Poecilobdella is of pharmacological and ecological relevance given its role as a blood-feeding annelid and its documented interactions with host organisms. Expanding the species inventory of this genus through formal taxonomic descriptions is therefore a valuable contribution to Indian zoological literature.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2"Redescription" contradicts "new species" — internally contradictory
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Introduces does not follow IMRaD
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Acceptable but "new leech" is too generic; genus-level terms preferred

	
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Introduction conflates background with results; no clear logical funnel
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-No explicit objective statement; reader must infer the aim

	
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Historical review is extensive but not integrated into the discussion; several in-text citations missing from reference list
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Methods do not explain how species novelty was confirmed; no reference keys cited; coordinates require verification
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Competing interest statement present; institutional deposition stated; no explicit ICZN compliance statement
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Results section is a single paragraph describing collection history only; no structured morphological presentation
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2-No scale bars on figures; figures not numbered correctly (whole body should be Fig. 1); plate labels absent
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Historical review is standalone and not integrated; species-by-species comparison absent
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Diagnostic characters stated but the claimed unique male gonopore position overlaps with P. aligarhensis
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1-No limitations section; single specimen (holotype only) not acknowledged as a limitation
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Multiple duplicates; several citations missing from list; incomplete references for recent Mandal papers
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Several grammatical and consistency errors throughout; species count inconsistent across sections

	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The title contains a logical contradiction: "redescription" implies the species already exists in the literature, while "new species" implies it is being described for the first time. If the taxon was previously published in Applied Zoological Researches (2025), the title should read: "Redescription of Poecilobdella manashiiae Mandal et al., 2025, from Tripura, India." If this is the original description, the title should read: "Description of Poecilobdella manashiiae sp. nov., a new species of leech from Tripura, India." Authors must clarify and correct the title accordingly.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The abstract introduces new factual content — including the Indian species count and genus history — that does not appear in the paper body. An abstract must only summarise what is already in the manuscript. It should be restructured to include: (1) one sentence on background, (2) one sentence on objective, (3) one sentence on methods, (4) two to three sentences on key diagnostic results, and (5) one sentence on significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO — several issues require resolution before acceptance. (1) The GPS coordinates as listed (27.3584°N, 92.2409°E) do not correspond to Tripura, India (approximate range 22.9°–24.5°N); these must be verified against original field notes. (2) The Indian leech species count is stated as 88 in the abstract, approximately 84 in the introduction (12% of ~700), and 87 in the results — these figures are mutually inconsistent and must be reconciled. (3) The male gonopore position on the 34th annulus (between segments 33–34), claimed as the most important diagnostic character unique to this species, appears identical to the position described for P. aligarhensis (Mandal et al., 2021) — this overlap must be explicitly resolved. (4) Etymology of the species name manashiiae is not provided, which is mandatory under ICZN Article 31. (5) No paratypes are listed; it must be stated explicitly whether only a holotype exists.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The reference list has the following specific problems: (a) Baugh (1960) appears in five separate entries with varying and conflicting details — duplicates must be resolved; (b) Sket and Trontelj (2008) and Borda et al. (2008) are cited in the text but absent from the reference list; (c) Mandal et al. (2024) for P. sukhendui is incomplete — volume, issue, and page numbers are missing; (d) page numbers for Mandal et al. (2021b) for P. aligarhensis appear duplicated with another 2021 paper; (e) Moore and Harding (1927) and Harding and Moore (1927) appear as separate entries but refer to the same work.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO major ethical issues. However, the authors should add an explicit ICZN compliance statement. It should also be clarified whether the 1984 specimen collection was conducted under appropriate institutional authority, as current best practice requires documentation even for historical specimens being formally described.
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