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	[bookmark: PART_1:_Comments]PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.
	This manuscript reports a relevant record of the invasive species Lissachatina fulica in a Ramsar site, an issue of clear importance for conservation, biosecurity and public health. The combination of morphological evidence and COI barcoding is appropriate for taxonomic confirmation. However, the scientific value depends on addressing methodological and documentation gaps (vouchers, complete protocols, and robust analyses) to ensure reproducibility and reliable interpretation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, informative and appropriate. Optional suggestion:
First confirmed record of Lissachatina fulica in Kanwar Lake (Ramsar site), Bihar, India, supported by COI barcoding.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 must state the NUMBER OF SPECIMENS collected, COLLECTION DATE(s), and GenBank ACCESSION NUMBER(s) for the COI sequence(s). Avoid not clear phrasing such as “100% similarity” without citing accession(s), percent identity and coverage.
Suggested items to add succinctly: 1→ n = X individuals; 2→ collection date(s); 3→ COI sequence length (bp) and GenBank accession and 4→ main management/public-health implication.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Partially,
Morphological identification plus COI is an appropriate approach, but several reporting and methodological deficiencies weaken robustness: 1→ no public voucher deposition or catalog numbers; 2-> incomplete laboratory and sequencing protocols; 3→ reliance on Neighbor-Joining without model selection or robust support values; 4→ ambiguous sample storage statement (ethanol concentration/temperature).
These must be corrected before acceptance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Relevant references are present but formatting is inconsistent and there are duplicates. Include key barcoding standards (e.g.: Hebert et al. 2003) and recent literature(s) on L. fulica invasions in India (last 5–10 years) if available.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Acceptable but needs careful copy-editing for grammar, tense consistency, clarity (e.g.: avoid implying population analyses when only one sequence exists), and standardized units/coordinates.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments]Optional/General comments
	The record is of potential interest, but the manuscript requires substantive revision to meet standards for reproducibility and analytical rigor. Emphasize management implications and clearly state limitations (e.g.: no pathogen testing).

Valuable occurrence record with conservation and public-health relevance, but current manuscript lacks sufficient documentation and methodological rigor (notably voucher deposition, full molecular methods and robust phylogenetic support). Recommend requesting a major revision addressing the points above; re-review by a molecular systematist is suggested after revision.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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