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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 provides rigorously documented, field-validated evidence on the lepidopteran pest complex of safflower, combining a multi-year roving survey (2019–2025) with taxonomic redescriptions grounded in diagnostic morphology and genitalia. By reporting new regional/national host records and offering a practical identification key, it closes a critical gap between taxonomic accuracy and day-to-day pest monitoring in oilseed systems. The standardized vouchers, distribution notes, and relative abundance data create a reusable baseline for future biodiversity assessments, climate-linked range shifts, and meta-analyses. Crucially, the linkage of field symptoms to species-level diagnosis strengthens integrated pest management (IPM) decision-making—improving timing, selectivity, and stewardship of controls. Overall, the study delivers both scholarly value (taxonomy/biogeography) and immediate applied benefits for agronomists and extension programs working on safflower and related hosts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It’s close, but could be sharper. “Survey and taxonomic redescription studies” is vague, and the title doesn’t signal the geography, time frame, or the two new records—key strengths of the paper.

Here are tighter options (pick the one that best matches the journal’s style):

Lepidopteran pests of safflower in North Karnataka: 2019–2025 field survey, diagnosis, and first records for India and the state.

or

Documenting the safflower pest complex in North Karnataka (2019–2025): relative abundance, identification key, and new host records.
	

	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 solid but not yet comprehensive. It should more explicitly state where/when, how you surveyed/identified specimens, what the key quantitative findings were, and why they matter (IPM implications).
· Remove broad, textbook background on safflower pests; keep background to 1 tight sentence.

· Avoid vague terms (“meager percent”, “significant presence”); replace with clear numbers or “low/rare”.

· Cut duplicative detail better suited for the main text (full character lists, long keys).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	broadly sound and publishable in scope, but it needs a few reinforcements before I’d call it fully “scientifically correct.”

· Adult/genitalic characters and the identification key are appropriate and align with standard lepidopteran practice.

· Multi-year, multi-site roving observations provide a useful baseline on species presence and relative abundance.

· Clear linkage between species-level diagnosis and IPM decisions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	the references are decent but not fully up-to-date on India/Karnataka safflower pests, and a few key 2023–2025 sources are missing. I recommend adding the items below and double-checking the “first record” claims in light of new surveys.

· Add 2023–2025 India-focused sources on safflower pest status, especially Karnataka.

· Include a recent taxonomic/IPM context for Condica capensis, Heliothis peltigera, and Spodoptera litura.

· Standardize DOIs; remove duplicates and very old generalities that don’t add value.
	

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


	Mostly yes, the manuscript is readable and the technical meaning comes through, but it needs a careful language polish before publication. 

Fix number agreement and articles:

“meager percent” → “a small percentage”;

“the larva were” → “the larvae were”;

“Specimens were reared to the adult stage.”

	

	Optional/General comments


	A valuable multi-year contribution that couples practical diagnostics with regional pest records for safflower, offering clear utility for taxonomy and IPM. To strengthen it for publication, clarify sampling design and voucher deposition, add light statistics/uncertainty, and update a few recent references and language polish.
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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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