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	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 is important because it provides the first DNA barcode data for forensically relevant Megaselia rufipes and Puliciphora borinquenensis from India, thereby filling a regional gap in forensic entomology. By adding sequences to GenBank and BOLD, the study contributes to reference databases that are essential for species-level identifications in casework. The integration of multiple phylogenetic and species delimitation methods adds robustness and sets a methodological standard for similar regional studies. The work is relevant not only to forensic sciences but also to medical entomology and biodiversity studies of Diptera.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is appropriate and clearly conveys the study focus.
	

	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 generally comprehensive, presenting the rationale, methods, results, and implications. However, some changes are required for clarity:

· The background section is slightly long, can concise the repetitive statements about forensic importance.

· Highlight the novelty (first COI records of M. rufipes and P. borinquenensis in India) in the abstract.

· The discussion of delimitation methods could be shortened, as detailed results are better suited to the main text.

· Conclude with a stronger forensic application statement, linking the generated barcodes directly to PMI estimation and casework utility.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Yes, the manuscript is scientifically thorough. The methods used (DNA extraction, COI barcoding, phylogenetic and species delimitation analyses) are standard and appropriately applied. The results (barcode gap, high BLAST/BOLD matches, reciprocal monophyly) support correct species identification. 

· However, the small number of sequences relative to specimens collected should be explained, and the inconsistency in GMYC delimitation results needs brief discussion. A statement on sequence quality control (e.g., checking for stop codons/NUMTs) would also strengthen the work. Overall, the study is correct but requires minor clarifications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is fairly comprehensive, with a mix of foundational and recent studies.
	

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


	The English is understandable but requires some changes for clarity, conciseness, and grammar. Some sentences are overly long or repetitive, especially in the abstract and introduction. Minor edits will make the manuscript suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The “Conclusion” section currently mixes results, discussion and references. Only the final paragraph (highlighting novelty, applications and future research) is suitable as a conclusion. I recommend moving the first three paragraphs into the Discussion and rewrite the Conclusion.
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