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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.


	The study confirms the effectiveness of COI-based DNA barcoding for precise identification of forensically important blowflies. It adds reliable molecular data for Chrysomya megacephala and supports the use of molecular tools to improve accuracy in forensic entomology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured. However, a few minor improvements could further strengthen its clarity and impact.
Suggestions:
1.Clarify the forensic relevance more explicitly. Specify that accurate species identification forms the foundation of its reliability and of medico-legal decision-making.

2. Strengthen the concluding sentence. Reinforce the routine use of COI barcoding alongside morphological methods in forensic casework.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically correct. However I have suggested some improvements below.
:

   Clarify the origin and validation of the COI primers used.

   Ensure consistency in terminology—Table 2 mentions “16S primers,” while the text refers to COI primers.

2. Justify the annealing temperature (40 °C) that is relatively low for COI amplification.
3. Add a short statement noting known limitations of COI barcoding.
4. Indicate whether the closest GenBank reference sequences are geographically related to the study area. 

5. Mention the actual bootstrap values (or ranges) supporting key nodes in the phylogenetic tree, either in the text or figure caption.

6. Use consistent terms such as “necrophagous,” “cadaver-associated,” or “forensically relevant” throughout the manuscript to maintain scientific precision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient, relevant, and appropriately recent for the scope of the manuscript.
Minor suggestion:

You may add one or two recent studies (2020–2023) on COI barcode databases for Diptera and on best practices and limitations of molecular methods in forensic entomology.
	

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


	Yes, the language and overall English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well structured, scientifically sound, and relevant to forensic entomology. Only minor revisions related to terminology, methods clarification, and language polishing are needed before publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues are identified in this manuscript.
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