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	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 provides the first detailed elemental characterization of proboscis hooks in Metacanthocephalus (Bimuscularis) rennicki inflatus, expanding our understanding of acanthocephalan morphology at the microchemical level. By applying Energy Dispersive X-ray Analysis (EDXA), the study reveals distinct patterns of calcium and phosphorus distribution that likely determine hook strength and flexibility. These findings not only contribute to the taxonomy and comparative systematics of the Rhadinorhynchidae family but also establish a valuable reference for future studies on the functional morphology and evolution of parasitic attachment structures. The work thus bridges parasitology, materials science, and evolutionary biology in a unique interdisciplinary context.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is informative, but it’s quite long and heavy with taxonomic detail
«Elemental Composition of Proboscis Hooks in Metacanthocephalus rennicki inflatus (Acanthocephala: Rhadinorhynchidae) from Antarctic Notothenia coriiceps»
	

	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 needs to be improved with a better structure, a little shorthand, and a clearer emphasis on novelty and key conclusions.
- Shorten and streamline: The “History” and “Study design” sections contain background and procedural details that are too long for an abstract. Abstracts should highlight what was done and why it matters, not every procedural step.

- Add a statement near the beginning, for example:

“This study provides the first EDXA-based elemental profile of proboscis hooks in Metacanthocephalus (Bimuscularis) rennicki inflatus, revealing structural adaptations related to hook strength.”

- Clarify results: Present only the key quantitative outcomes — e.g., “Calcium dominated (up to 56%) followed by phosphorus (up to 24%), while sulfur and magnesium were minor components (<3%).”

- Condense methodology: Instead of detailed equipment names, say:

“Samples were prepared using standard SEM and EDXA protocols.”

- Tighten the conclusion: The last sentence should emphasize significance, e.g.:

“These results provide insight into acanthocephalan attachment mechanisms and support species differentiation based on microelemental composition.”

- Remove redundancy: The repetition of EDXA and SEM details across multiple sentences can be merged into one.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate. The study applies established analytical techniques (SEM and EDXA) to investigate elemental composition, presents clear quantitative results, and interprets them logically in relation to hook function and taxonomy. The conclusions are consistent with the data and contribute meaningfully to acanthocephalan morphology and systematics.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The links are up-to-date and their number is adequate.
	

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


	Тhe quality of the article is suitable for scientific publications in English.
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