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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 offers a valuable and much-needed compilation of tri-trophic relationships between aphidophagous ladybird beetles, their aphid prey, and host plants across different regions of India. It stands out because it doesn’t just focus on species lists — it connects predator, prey, and plant in a way that’s highly relevant for ecological studies and biological control planning. For scientists working in pest management, biodiversity, or even conservation policy, this kind of detailed, location-specific information can be incredibly useful. It fills a clear gap in the literature and lays a solid foundation for future research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, I think the title works very well. It clearly tells the reader what the paper is about — the tri-trophic relationships involving ladybird beetles of the Aspidimerini tribe in India. It’s specific, informative, and doesn’t leave room for confusion. Personally, I wouldn’t suggest any changes to it.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract does a solid job of giving a clear snapshot of what the paper covers — from the number of species and associations studied to the regions involved. It gives the reader a good sense of the data and its importance. If I had to suggest anything, maybe just a quick mention of how this kind of information can actually help in biological pest control or conservation planning. That little touch would make it even more impactful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript seems scientifically sound. The authors have followed proper taxonomic principles and backed up their claims with a wide range of credible and recent references. The data is well-organized, and the methodology used to compile the checklist is logical and clearly explained. Overall, it looks like a well-executed scientific study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list looks really solid. The authors have clearly put effort into including both the latest studies and important foundational work. Honestly, I don’t think anything major is missing — it feels well-covered.
	

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


	Yes, the language throughout the article is quite clear and appropriate for academic writing. There are a few spots where minor editing or rephrasing could help with flow or readability, but nothing that takes away from the meaning. Overall, it’s well-written and definitely suitable for a scholarly audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, I really liked the structure and depth of the manuscript. It brings together a lot of useful data that will be genuinely helpful for people working in insect biodiversity and pest control. A small suggestion — adding a simple visual, like a map or diagram, could make it easier for readers to quickly grasp the geographic spread and associations. Also, just a heads-up: the map currently shows “Pacific Ocean” near India, which should actually be “Indian Ocean.” It’s a minor slip, but worth fixing. Other than that, it’s a strong and valuable piece of work.
It’s well-researched, clearly written, and makes a meaningful contribution to the field. Just a few minor improvements — like a small map correction and optional formatting tweaks — would take it from great to excellent.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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