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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 important insights into the spatio-temporal expression of HaDH and HaDHR in Helicoverpa armigera, a major agricultural pest. The findings contribute to the understanding of diapause hormone regulation across developmental stages, which is relevant to insect endocrinology and pest management. By analyzing expression patterns across eggs, larvae, pupae, and adults, the study fills a knowledge gap beyond traditional diapause-focused research. The results offer a valuable foundation for future functional and mechanistic studies on diapause hormone signaling.
	

	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 is detailed and provides a clear overview of the study. However:

· It may be slightly long and could be condensed by removing repetitive statements.

· Briefly mentioning the method (qPCR) would increase clarity.

· Adding a concluding statement on the broader biological significance would strengthen the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experiments and methodology appear scientifically valid, and the qPCR approach is appropriate. However, there are two major issues with the manuscript structure:

(a) The manuscript lacks a dedicated Discussion section
The "Conclusion and Discussion" section only summarizes findings but does not provide a true scientific discussion. A proper discussion is expected to:

· Compare results with existing literature

· Interpret biological relevance

· Mention limitations

· Suggest future directions

This is currently missing and should be added.

(b) References are not cited within the Results section
The results section contains no in-text citations, even though some statements could benefit from comparison with prior studies. Results should avoid extensive citation, but reference-supported comparisons (e.g., trends similar/different to studies in H. zea, B. mori, etc.) should be placed in the Discussion, which is missing here.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes recent and relevant citations. However:

· Since the manuscript lacks a discussion section, many references are not effectively utilized to interpret findings.

· No references are connected to the results, which reduces scientific depth.

The authors should incorporate references appropriately within a newly created Discussion section.
	

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


	Yes suitable
	

	Optional/General comments


	· A stand-alone Discussion section is essential for publication-quality scientific writing.

· The authors should add figure statistics (error bars, significance levels) if available.

· A graphical summary illustrating HaDH–HaDHR expression trends across the life cycle may improve clarity.

· Ensure consistent formatting of table and figure legends.

· The conclusion could be expanded to include practical implications or hypotheses for future research.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No
	


Reviewer details:

Mukesh Anandrao Laichattiwar, Parul University, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

