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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 paper provides a significant advance to Lepidopteran taxonomy and molecular systematics by offering the first DNA barcode for Dichocrocis pyrrhalis. As molecular data for Spilomelinae remain sparse in India, this study addresses a major gap in the barcode reference library and serves as a foundation for future phylogenetic and taxonomic research. The combination of classical morphology with COI barcoding improves species validation and provides a framework for resolving taxonomic issues in Crambidae. Furthermore, the findings have larger implications for biodiversity assessment, conservation planning in the Western Ghats, and pest monitoring.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title effectively communicates the study's uniqueness, species name, and methods, making it generally appropriate.


	

	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 is thorough and organized, providing a clear summary of the study's goals, methodology, main conclusions, and importance. It successfully illustrates the first DNA barcode for Dichocrocis pyrrhalis and its evolutionary significance. As a little recommendation, the summary might more succinctly highlight the findings' greater importance to a larger scientific community by quickly mentioning their wider use (such as in pest control or biodiversity monitoring). Overall, this section would be strengthened by a small amount of modification for clarity and conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the article appears to be scientifically valid since the technique is clearly documented, the findings are supported by both morphological and molecular evidence, and the conclusions are consistent with the data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites several relevant papers on DNA barcoding, phylogenetics, and Lepidopteran taxonomy, providing a generally strong reference list. It includes both recent contributions (e.g., Ratnasingham & Hebert, 2022; Mally et al., 2019) and foundational works (e.g., Folmer et al., 1994; Hebert et al., 2004). However, incorporating additional recent publications that focus on molecular systematics and DNA barcoding applications within Lepidoptera would enhance the list further. Examples of such publications include:
· Hajibabaei, M., Singer, G. A., Hebert, P. D., & Hickey, D. A. (2007). DNA barcoding: how it complements taxonomy, molecular phylogenetics and population genetics. TRENDS in Genetics, 23(4), 167-172.

· Miller, S. E. (2007). DNA barcoding and the renaissance of taxonomy. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 104(12), 4775-4776.


	

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


	Yes, the English quality is suitable for scholarly communication. Based on the Grammarly report, the manuscript scores 92, which indicates that the language quality is better than 92% of all texts checked and overall suitable for scholarly communication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript is impressive in its novelty, scientific accuracy, language quality, and overall presentation. It demonstrates a strong contribution to the field.
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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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