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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 offers useful information on molecular recognition and genetic distinction of two closely related species of butterflies, Belenois aurota and Belenois java, by COI DNA barcoding. The paper helps to enforce the taxonomy of butterflies in India, especially in Andhra Pradesh, where biodiversity is high despite having few molecular records. The data on DNA barcoding is uploaded on the global Barcode of Life Database (BOLD), and thus this research is useful as a source of reference in terms of biodiversity surveillance, conservation, and ecological studies. These types of studies are necessary to understand evolutionary relationships in a better way and to create effective conservation measures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 gives a general description of the study, though it can be enhanced. It must contain the sample size utilised, a cursory reference to the level of divergence or some bootstrap support values of phylogenetic trees, and specifically indicate that the sequences are placed in the Barcode of Life Database. This would render the abstract more informative and complete.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The document is scientifically accurate, and it utilises normal and suitable techniques. The weakness of the conclusions is, however, limited by the small sample size. The phylogenetic should be elaborated more thoroughly, the bootstrap support values are to be provided, and the methods applied should be described well. The results would be enhanced by the inclusion of the genetic distance values as K2P divergence, as these are widely applied in barcoding research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are sufficient and contain critical background literature on DNA barcoding. Nevertheless, it is possible to include a larger number of recent studies on Indian insects in general and Pieridae specifically, especially the western Himalayas and western Ghats, so that this study could be put in context in the whole Indian butterfly research.
	

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


	The English used in the manuscript would be appropriate to communicate to the audience in a scholarly manner, although there are parts that need a little grammar correction and rewording. There are sentences that are too long, and they need to be shortened to enhance the flow and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
	


Reviewer details:

Harsh Vishwakarma, Indian Institute of Technology Indore (IIT Indore), India

