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PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 study was conducted over five years (2009-2014), which increases data reliability and seasonal coverage.
· Sampling was carried out at 10 different sites across various elevations and habitat types, improving representativeness.
· Precise measurements using digital calipers (0.01 mm accuracy) improve scientific rigor.
· The study provides baseline data useful for biodiversity monitoring and conservation planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	· The title is partly suitable, but it has some weaknesses: Grammatical issue “Anurans tadpoles” is incorrect. It should be Anuran tadpoles or Tadpoles of anurans.
· Too general:- The study includes: morphology, developmental stages , distribution patterns, dna identification, new species records.
Correct: Anuran Tadpoles of Bach Ma National Park, Vietnam
· More Scientific:- Morphology, Development, and Distribution of Anuran Tadpoles in Bach Ma National Park, Vietnam.
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	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 generally well structured, but it is not fully comprehensive considering the depth of the study.
· Clear objective , study period mentioned , species richness provided, new records highlighted , mentions morphology and distribution.
· Methods are too general: It mentions morphological and genetic analysis but does not specify Use of 16S rRNA gene, DNA barcoding, Regression analysis for morphometrics.
· Lack of quantitative depth:- no mention of number of specimens, no mention of sampling sites (10 sites, elevational gradient), no mention of statistical approach, results are descriptive rather than analytical.
· 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Scientific Limitations (Points Needing Improvement):- The use of simple linear regression is appropriate, but: No multivariate morphometric analysis (e.g., PCA, cluster analysis), No statistical testing of habitat differences
· Otherwise the others are good for me
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	· References are not sufficient and recent, several recent works (2020 - 2025) should ideally be cited
· Current state, the reference list is scientifically acceptable but could be improved in terms of both recency and contextual breadth.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	· Technical terms (morphology, developmental stages, labial tooth row formula, 16S rRNA, etc.) are appropriately applied
· The manuscript is scientifically understandable; however, the English language requires significant revision before publication
	

	Optional/General comments
	· The study is valuable and well conducted, but improving clarity, organization, and discussion depth would strengthen its overall impact.
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