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PART 1
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 a comprehensive synthesis of historical and contemporary studies on the Drosophila bipectinata species complex, offering valuable insights into the evolutionary relationships among closely related species. By integrating evidence from morphology, chromosomal inversions, behavioral studies, and molecular data, it highlights both congruencies and discrepancies in previously proposed phylogenies. Such a multidisciplinary perspective is important for advancing our understanding of speciation mechanisms and evolutionary divergence in model organisms.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is.
5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is. 
4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is. 

4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is. 

4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives are implicit but not clearly stated. 

4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is. 

4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is adequate for a historical review, but it is not sufficiently recent to reflect the latest developments in the field.
3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature search methodology is not described, and adding even a brief explanation would significantly strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.
2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Predominantly descriptive, most sections list findings from individual studies rather than critically evaluating them.
2
	

	10. Is identification of research gaps/future directions done?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The identification of research gaps and future directions is present but very limited and not well developed.
3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are consistent with the literature discussed in the manuscript. But there is no clear evaluation of which lines of evidence are more robust or reliable. 

2
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The limitations are not adequately addressed, and adding a clear discussion would improve the transparency and scientific rigor of the manuscript.
2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources).
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	The quality of references is generally good, but their recency and diversity need improvement to strengthen the manuscript.
3
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript is generally understandable but not written in consistently clear and polished scientific language:

· Frequent grammatical errors;
· Numerous typographical mistakes;
· Some long and complex sentences, which reduce readability; 

2
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	Based on the evaluation conducted, the manuscript addresses a relevant topic and compiles a considerable amount of information on phylogenetic relationships within the Drosophila bipectinata complex, making it potentially useful to the scientific community. However, the work has limitations, including a lack of clarity in the objectives, the absence of a description of the literature search methodology, a predominantly descriptive analysis with little critical approach, insufficient identification of research gaps, as well as problems with language, organization, and formatting. Therefore, it is recommended that the manuscript undergo major revisions before possible acceptance, with special attention to improving scientific writing, and updating and standardizing references.
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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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