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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.
	The manuscript is significant as it reports the first record of Lepas indica from the west coast of India, bridging a major geographical gap in its known distribution. It extends the species' range from the Bay of Bengal to the Arabian Sea, highlighting the role of floating debris in long-distance dispersal. The study also provides a taxonomic key for Indian Lepas species.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	NA
	

	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


	5

I recommend a simple map instead of a Google Maps picture for Collection locality.
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	2
The manuscript says “More surveys along Indian coasts and studies using both morphological and molecular methods will improve the understanding of the diversity and distribution of pelagic barnacles in Indian waters”, but it does not clarify what limitations were there to be improved by more surveys.
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	



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
The title accurately reflects the content, including the new record, location, and taxonomic contribution
	

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

	YES

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The methodology is appropriate, and conclusions are supported by the data.
There are a few issues that should be corrected before publication. 

Serious Problem: Error in the Taxonomic Key (Couplet 3)
The key incorrectly states that Lepas (Lepas) anserifera has a scutal margin of the terga "without a notch." This is taxonomically incorrect.
· Correction: In L. anserifera, the scutal margin of the tergum does possess a distinct notch (it is a key diagnostic feature separating it from L. anatifera, which lacks it).
· Both L. anserifera and L. pectinata have a notch on the tergum. They are typically differentiated by other characters, such as the degree of convexity of the scutum's occludent margin (strongly convex and swollen in L. anserifera vs. slightly convex in L. pectinata) and the nature of the carinal teeth (denticulate/small in anserifera vs. strongly pectinate/striated in pectinata).
· Suggested fix: Rewrite Couplet 3 to differentiate based on the carina teeth and scutum shape, rather than the presence/absence of the tergal notch. For example:
3. Carina with strong, pectinate (comb-like) teeth; occludent margin of scutum slightly convex → L. pectinata
Carina with small, denticulate teeth; occludent margin of scutum strongly convex and swollen → L. anserifera

Minor Issue: Vague Wording in Diagnosis
The diagnosis states: "First cirri not well separated from the second (Fig. 3F)."
This phrasing is vague. In cirripede taxonomy, the separation and relative lengths of cirri I and II are important.
Correction: Specify how they are not separated (e.g., "Cirrus I is closely appressed to cirrus II, with their bases in near contact" or "Cirrus I and II are not distinctly spaced, unlike in other species").

Potential Correction: Collection Date Format
The material examined lists: "coll. S. Mitra & Md. Shahbaz, 01.ix.2025". While "ix" is standard in some journals, it is safer to use a universally unambiguous digital format (e.g., "01 September 2025" or "2025-09-01") to avoid confusion.
	

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

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

	YES
It includes foundational works and recent studies.

The taxonomic key must be corrected before publication. If left as-is, it will cause active misidentification of Lepas anserifera and L. pectinata by future researchers.

	

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

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

	No
	



Reviewer details:

Mehrdad Zamanpoore, Iran

Page 4 of 4
V240326


