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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Genus name had been misspelled as Opuis and should be changed to Opius in the 
manuscript.  
 
Further, bryonia need to be changed as bryoniae (line 107-112). 
 
Discussion part largely concentrated and referenced from earlier laboratory based studies 
(102- 112 lines). It could be avoided as the present study focuses on seasonal dynamics at 
field level. It has been suggested to merge the results and discussion with more emphasis 
given on discussion relevant to field studies.  
 

Ok  
 
Ok 
 
In fact there is no studies targeting this kind of behavoir in the field but I will do 
my best . thank you 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Materials and Methods need to be written in little more coherent manner improving 
consistency and language. 
 
In conclusion part (114-116), the statement “.....low preference towards L. Trifolii ’’ need to 
be justified since data suggest that of more parasitisation in L. Trifolii in comparison to L. 
bryoniae 

 
 
 
Ok I will re describe this result 
 

Optional/General comments 
 

The study was undertaken to study the superparasitism behaviour of O.pallipes. The study 
was only based on field level population dynamics of parasitioid viv-a-vis host leaf miners. 
It would have been more conclusive if detailed laboratory study based on parasitoid 
oviposition behaviour in relation to different number of leaf miner infected leaves was 
conducted. I feel that field level population dynamics as well as laboratory study could have 
generated wholesome information on superparasitism behaviour. Nevertheless, the present 
study provides insight into field level superparasitism of O.pallipes which is generally 
considered as solitary parasitoid in relation to two different leaf miners. 

Laboratory studies on supper parasitism have been published by me in 
previous paper. This study interested only on the field side of this behaviour 
and further studies will be undertaken   
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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 details) 
 
 

 
 

 


