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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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 manuscript is focused on the observations of Metacarcariae (Digenea) infecting Gomphidae and Libellulidae (Odonata) nymphs at Malamphuza, India. Two of the three observed Metacarcariae species are known and the third was not identified. The authors also present morphometric measurements of all three species. The importance of this manuscript for the scientific community would certainly be centered on the discovery of Metacercaria n. sp. However, it is not named in the text and its taxonomy is not discussed at all. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.
	

	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.


	No, it is not. First of all, the Odonata species examined are not mentioned in the abstract, and the actual results of the study (e.g. percentages of infected nymphs, morphometrics) are not mentioned here. Especially the last sentence is very general referring to aspects which are not mentioned in the discussion. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodoloy followed regarding the morphometrics of Mtacarcariae is correct. However, the sampling protocol followed is not explained thoroughly and the finding of a new species for science mentioned in the abstract is not proved taxonomically or compared to similar species.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
	

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


	Several sentences need to be rewritten. I have added comments to specific parts of the manuscript which need better level of English.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It seems that the sections of the manuscript are disconnected. The morphometrics of Metacarcariae are presented in tables, but there is no statistic annalysis or comparison. A new species for science is mentioned, but no proof of that is presented. The observations of infections of Odonata nymphs are important, but there is no connection with the local wetland ecosystem, as mentioned in the abstract. Overall, the presentation of field methodology and results is rather weak and the mormpometrics presented are not further analyzed in the discussion. 
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