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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 addresses an important and persistent problem in the taxonomy of fish-parasitic isopods, where morphological variability, ontogenetic and sexual differences, and incomplete historical descriptions can obscure species boundaries. Its critical synthesis of molecular taxonomy, DNA barcoding, voucher quality, and life-stage matching is relevant to taxonomy, parasite ecology, biodiversity assessment, and fish-health research. The manuscript is particularly valuable because it evaluates not only the benefits of molecular tools but also the risks of single-locus inference, incomplete reference libraries, and poorly validated sequence labels. The proposed voucher-centred, tiered evidence framework could provide a useful conceptual basis for more defensible integrative taxonomic practice, provided that its novelty and relationship to previous reviews are demonstrated more explicitly.
	


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 paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	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 - Good
	

	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 - Excellent
	

	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
	4 - Good

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	14. 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 - Excellent
	


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 is clear and relevant. However, because the review focuses primarily on Cymothoidae and Gnathiidae and several key examples represent overlooked or pseudocryptic rather than strictly cryptic diversity, the authors may consider refining the title to reflect the actual scope more precisely.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, generally. The abstract presents the problem, review approach, major findings, limitations, and main implication. It would be stronger if the research gap and novelty of the author-proposed tiered evidence framework were stated explicitly, and if the different roles of COI, 16S, ITS2, and 18S were described with slightly greater precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, overall. The manuscript is scientifically sound, appropriately cautious about barcode-based species delimitation, and demonstrates strong critical analysis. The main revisions concern scientific positioning rather than fundamental validity: the urgency should be consolidated, the research gap should be demonstrated against previous reviews, the novelty should be foregrounded, the objectives should be stated more explicitly, and the conclusions should directly answer each objective.
The manuscript provides a strong and generally well-referenced critical narrative synthesis, with particularly good discussion of the limitations of DNA barcoding, voucher provenance, reference-library quality, and the distinction between molecular identification and species delimitation. I recommend MAJOR REVISION because the central contribution is not yet positioned as clearly as it could be. The authors should strengthen the explicit urgency, demonstrate the research gap through direct comparison with previous reviews (especially the most recent review literature), foreground the novelty of the tiered evidence framework, separate the objectives into clear review questions, and revise the conclusion so that it explicitly answers those objectives, including the proposed Tier 1-3 framework. The literature-search method is reasonably transparent for a critical narrative review, but reproducibility would benefit from a supplementary evidence table or clearer documentation of the included evidence base. These concerns are substantial but fully repairable and do not undermine the manuscript's core scientific value.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, generally. The references are relevant, include appropriate foundational literature, and extend to recent studies published in 2024-2026. A final targeted check for additional recent molecular and integrative-taxonomy studies is recommended, particularly to ensure that the claimed gap remains valid in relation to the most recent reviews.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. No substantive research-ethics issue is apparent from the manuscript itself. The authors should, however, ensure that all declarations, including the stated use of AI tools during manuscript preparation, comply with the publisher's current policy.
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