Comments and Suggestions for Authors
The authors are to be commended for including the relevant GenBank sequences in the study, which has resulted in a more detailed phylogeographic study that can be placed in the context of previous work.  Additional text has been added regarding the status of the lineages (are they subspecies of a single species or do they represent distinct specie). The authors continue to regard them as conspecific. This is mentioned in the Discussion but should also be stated in the Introduction. I also think this choice either needs to be better justified or a statement placed somewhere in the Discussion that the question remains open and that re-analysis and re-appraisal would be required if the lineages were shown to represent distinct species.
Response: We acknowledge the feedback from other reviewers and agree that the two main lineages we currently observe belong to two distinct species, namely Monodonta labio and M. confusa. As a result, we have made significant changes in our analysis, leading to a complete reevaluation and reanalysis of our findings.

As I noted in my initial review, the historical demography analyses do not do much to clarify the population history of Monodonta labio in the region as they give contradictory results. I have suggested a point in the text (see the attached file) where a general caveat about the application of simple models such as those used here is unlikely to provide accurate phylogeographic histories where the evolution of a species has been influenced by multiple glacial cycles.
Response: We are aware that analyses regarding population history often present conflicting results. Therefore, we attempted to utilize the ABC model to elucidate the population history. Naturally, we fully agree that the impact of past complex historical events on populations is by no means singular. Thank you for the constructive feedback from the reviewers. We have made the necessary revisions based on their suggestions.
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Response: As requested, we revised it.
