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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.
	This manuscript provides a detailed redescription of Poecilobdella manashiiae, a leech species from Tripura, India, contributing significantly to the taxonomy and biodiversity knowledge of Indian Hirudinea. It clarifies diagnostic characters and compares the species with other congeners, making it important for taxonomists, ecologists, and conservationists. The work also preserves historical specimens and consolidates past literature, offering a valuable reference for future research.
	



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
	5
Clear and informative. Consider italicizing genus/species names for consistency: Poecilobdella manashiiae.
	

	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
	4
Typographical consistency: species name capitalization should be corrected (e.g., “Poecilobdella Manashiiae” → Poecilobdella manashiiae). Sentence clarity: “A new leech Poecilobdella manashiiae from South Tripura District, Tripura, India will be re-established during the present study because it was established in 2025…” → revise to “This study re-establishes Poecilobdella manashiiae, first described in 2025, based on specimens from South Tripura, India.” References in abstract (Mandal et al. 2025) should ideally be avoided; abstracts are better as standalone summaries.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	5
•	Excellent historical context and literature review. Minor issues: Long sentences reduce readability. Example: “Leeches are popularly regarded as slimy, black, blood-feeding hermaphroditic worms inhabiting unclean ponds and marshes, Leeches (subclass Hirudinea) in fact occupy diverse aquatic …” → split into two sentences. Ensure consistent species names: “Paraclepsis gardensi” → verify genus spelling (Paraclepsis vs. Paraclepsis?).
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
•	Clear and sufficiently detailed. Suggestions: Use active voice consistently: “The cleaned specimens were transferred…” → “We transferred the cleaned specimens…” Include sample size explicitly in Methods if possible. Units should be consistent: “70% ethanol administered dropwise” is fine; consider “until death was confirmed.”
	

	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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
•	Diagnostic description is detailed and precise. Issues: Some grammatical/typo issues: “There is a scope of finding a species which is new to science” → “Specimens indicated the presence of a species new to science.” Avoid repeating information already in Tables or Plates. Consider using subheadings for clarity: Morphology, Coloration, Distribution, Comparison with congeners.
	

	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


	4
•	Table I is comprehensive. Suggestions: Align decimal points for numerical data. Consider reducing text in cells for readability; possibly split into two tables: Morphology and Reproductive traits. Use consistent abbreviations (e.g., mm vs. cm).

Figures and Plates
•	Plates 1 & 2 referenced clearly. Suggestions: Ensure figures are labeled with scale bars and units (e.g., mm). For Plate captions, italicize species names consistently. Images could be clearer with arrows/labels indicating key diagnostic traits.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
•	Repeats much of Results; consider summarizing key diagnostic traits and significance. Could include a sentence on conservation or ecological relevance.
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
•	Comprehensive.  Ensure consistent formatting (journal abbreviations, years). Double-check recent references for accuracy (Mandal et al., 2025?).
	

	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
	4
•	Overall readable but requires minor grammar corrections: Consistent italicization of scientific names. Correct plurals: “leech of India has become 87” → “the total number of leech species in India is now 87.” Sentence clarity: many sentences are long with multiple clauses; split into shorter sentences for readability.

•	Replace “lamp shaped” with “lamp-shaped” (hyphenation for adjectives). Clarify “female pore very little than the male genital pore” → “female genital pore is smaller than male genital pore.” Ensure consistency in numbering annuli and segments across text, tables, and plates.
	



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.

	Yes, it clearly indicates the species and study area.
	

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

	Mostly, but minor rewording could improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, all taxonomic descriptions and comparisons are accurate.
	

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

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

		



	References are comprehensive, but a few recent papers could be added.



	

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

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

	No, ethical handling of specimens is mentioned.
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