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	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.


	The manuscript addresses the occurrence of the invasive giant African snail Lissachatina fulica in Kanwar Lake, a Ramsar wetland in Bihar, India. The study indicate the importance of combining morphological identification with molecular techniques such as DNA barcoding for accurate species identification. Documenting invasive species in ecologically sensitive wetlands is important for biodiversity monitoring and management. The study emphasize to the growing body of literature on invasive species detection and emphasizes the usefulness of molecular tools in early detection and ecological surveillance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally informative and reflects the main objective of the study. However, the expression “Molecular Evidence of Invasion” may be slightly strong considering that the study mainly confirms the presence of the species through DNA barcoding. The authors may consider a more precise title such as: “Molecular confirmation of Lissachatina fulica in Kanwar Lake (a Ramsar wetland, Bihar, India) using DNA barcoding”.
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study and introduces the relevance of Lissachatina fulica as an invasive species. However, it could be improved by including more specific information about the methodology and key results. For example, the authors should mention the number of specimens analyzed, the genetic marker used (COI), and the similarity results obtained from GenBank comparisons. A clearer statement of the study objective and its main findings would strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and provides relevant information on the morphological identification and molecular confirmation of Lissachatina fulica using DNA barcoding. However, several methodological details are insufficiently described in the Materials and Methods section. In particular, the number of specimens analysed, the DNA extraction protocol, PCR conditions, sequence length, and the parameters used for the phylogenetic analysis should be clearly specified. Providing these details would improve the transparency, reproducibility, and overall scientific robustness of the study.

Section 4.2 (“DNA Barcoding: A Molecular Complement to Traditional Taxonomy”) should open the Discussion, as it provides the conceptual framework for interpreting the results. Reordering this section would improve the logical flow and overall structure of the manuscript.

In addition, the Results section should present only the findings of the study, without including literature-based interpretations. Some sentences currently included in the Results correspond more to background information supported by references. For example, the sentence “The species has a huge, dextral, elongated-conical shell whose length often exceeds 100 mm in adulthood under favourable environmental conditions and typically contains 7–9 convex whorls with a sharply pointed spire and a comparatively small ovate aperture [16,17]” cites previous studies (Mead, 1961; Raut & Barker, 2002) rather than presenting original results. Such literature-based descriptions would be more appropriate in the Introduction or Discussion. The Results section should instead focus on the morphological and molecular observations obtained in the present study.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes several relevant and relatively recent publications related to DNA barcoding, invasive species, and gastropod taxonomy. However, the inclusion of additional recent studies on invasive gastropods and their molecular characterization could further strengthen the bibliographic framework of the manuscript. It would also be valuable to include studies applying DNA barcoding to assess biodiversity and species distribution across different ecosystems. For example, recent studies have used DNA barcoding to reassess fish diversity in lagoon ecosystems, such as the study by Kundu, S., Rath, S., Mishra, S. S., Tyagi, K., Banerjee, D., Mohapatra, A., & Kumar, V. (2024). Reassessment of the fish diversity of Chilika Lagoon by DNA barcoding: genetic evidence and new distribution records for 10 species. Records of the Zoological Survey of India, 124(1), 79–83. https://doi.org/10.26515/rzsi/v124/i1/2024/172387. Other research has applied molecular approaches to genetically characterize giant African land snails in different regions, such as Feng, X., Wang, Y., Xu, Y., & Lu, Y. (2026). DNA barcoding and genetic characterisation of giant African land snails (Achatinidae) on Hainan Island, tropical China, by using COI. Molluscan Research. https://doi.org/10.1080/13235818.2025.2600688. Furthermore, studies have documented parasitic risks associated with this invasive species, such as Piekara-Stępińska, A., Lachowicz-Wolak, A., Piekarska, J., & Gorczykowski, M. (2026). Presence of nematodes in giant African land snails kept as pets in Poland. Polish Journal of Veterinary Sciences, 29(1), 63–69. https://doi.org/10.24425/pjvs.2026.158502. Including such references would help better situate the findings of the present study within the broader context of recent research on biodiversity assessment, invasive species, and molecular taxonomy.
	

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


	The manuscript contains several grammatical and stylistic issues that should be corrected before publication. Some sentences require revision to improve clarity, grammar, and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic related to the detection of invasive species in ecologically sensitive wetland ecosystems. The integration of morphological identification and DNA barcoding represents a valuable approach for confirming species identity. However, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer distinction between results and discussion, as well as from a more detailed description of the methodological procedures. Improving the organization of the Discussion section and strengthening the methodological transparency would significantly enhance the clarity and scientific robustness of the study. With these revisions, the manuscript could make a useful contribution to the documentation and monitoring of invasive species in wetland ecosystems.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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