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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(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 minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript reports a new species of leech, Poecilobdella kananbalaae, from India. Describing new species is fundamental to understanding biodiversity and is of clear importance to the fields of invertebrate taxonomy, zoogeography, and conservation biology in the region. India is a recognized biodiversity hotspot, and contributions to its known leech fauna are valuable. This work adds to the growing catalogue of Indian Hirudinea and provides comparative morphological data useful for future identification and phylogenetic studies.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is clear, descriptive, and follows standard taxonomic convention. It is suitable.

	

	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 contains several issues. 1. The first sentence is a very broad, generic statement about global leech diversity that is not effectively linked to the study's focus. 2. The list of known Poecilobdella species is incorrect/incomplete as per the table and text later in the manuscript (e.g., P. sukhendui, P. manashui, P. lakshmikantai are missing). 3. It states "This research will establish..." which is future tense and inappropriate for a manuscript reporting completed work. It should be "This research establishes..." or "Here we describe...". 4. It lacks the key diagnostic characters that justify the species as new. Suggestion: Rewrite the abstract to be concise. Start with the context of the genus in India, state the objective (to describe a new species from Karnataka), succinctly mention 1-2 key distinguishing morphological features (e.g., striping pattern, eye positions, annuli count), and conclude with the implication (increasing species counts).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has significant scientific and structural flaws that must be addressed before it can be considered for publication. Major Issues: 1. Contradictory Information: Section 3.1 states "These leeches collected from Kerala." This directly contradicts the title, abstract, material examined, and distribution, which all state Karnataka. This is a critical error that undermines the entire work. 2. Taxonomic Inconsistency: The species name is spelled inconsistently as "kananbalaae" (title, abstract) and "kananbalae" (Table 1 heading, text within table). The correct spelling must be used uniformly. 3. Diagnostic Description: Section 3.1 is not properly written, with confusing grammar and ambiguous statements (e.g., "no sucker rays are round in shape just like cutted trunk of trees"). Descriptions must be precise, unambiguous, and use standard morphological terminology. Measurements should be in consistent units (cm and mm are mixed). 4. Table 1 Errors: The table lists eight other species for comparison but the abstract and introduction mention only six. The references for P. sukhendui, P. manashui, P. lakshmikantai are not provided in the reference list. The reference for P. javanica is listed as Wahlberg, 1856 in the table but is not in the reference list. 5. Specimen State: The text mentions the "leeches expired prior to narcotisation" and were "mildly degraded." This raises concerns about the quality of the morphological observations and whether key features could be accurately assessed. Minor Issues: Numerous typographical and grammatical errors exist throughout (e.g., "concists", "breathing season", "Heaven" instead of demise/passing).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cover key historical works but have gaps regarding the comparative species cited in Table 1. The references for P. javanica (Wahlberg, 1856), P. sukhendui, P. manashui, and P. lakshmikantai (all presumably Mandal et al., 2024/2025) are missing from the list. The most recent reference from 2025 is appropriate.

	

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

	

No. The manuscript requires extensive language editing. There are issues with sentence structure, verb tense, word choice, and grammar throughout, particularly in the Results and Description sections (3.1). Professional editing is necessary to meet the standards of scholarly communication.



	

	Optional/Generalcomments

	

The figures (Plate 1) are essential but their quality and annotation are not assessable in the provided text format. In the final manuscript, figures must be high-resolution, clearly labeled, and with scale bars. The etymology section is appropriate. The core finding—a potential new species—is valuable, but the presentation severely compromises its credibility. A major revision focusing on accuracy, clarity, and consistency is mandatory.

The manuscript reports a potentially valuable taxonomic discovery but is currently marred by critical factual errors (location mix-up), severe inconsistencies (species name, cited species), improper language, and an unclear diagnostic description. These are significant deficiencies that require a complete and careful revision. 
	





	PART  2:


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment(if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No apparent ethical issues regarding human or vertebrate animal subjects are noted. The study involves invertebrate specimens.
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