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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.


	This manuscript presents valuable findings that contribute to the understanding of pollinators diversity in Kerala, addressing a topic of growing relevance in both practical and research contexts. By exploring pollinators within cultivated and wild plants, it offers insights that may influence and improve future research of pollinators in different habitat types. The study's design and outcomes are likely to stimulate further research in taxonomic domain and provide a reference point for similar studies. Its findings could have implications for improving comprehensively checklist of pollinators in Kerala.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript appears to be A STUDY ON POLLINATING INSECT DIVERSITY OF SELECTED AREAS OF PUDUNAGARAM VILLAGE,PALAKKAD, KERALA. It is appropriate in terms of clarity, specificity, and alignment with the study’s content.
	

	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 and clearly outlines the objective, methods, results, and conclusions. 
Suggestions:
· Specific numerical values for key results. I am primarily thinking of the Shannon diversity index. 
· Add one sentence on the gap in existing literature.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound in terms of:

· Study design

· Data analysis

· Interpretation of results
However, further validation or broader datasets might strengthen the generalizability of the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are generally relevant but may benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies (from the past 3–5 years) to reflect the current state of research. This would enhance the manuscript’s timeliness.

Suggestions: Ensure that one third of references are from the last five years.
	

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


	The manuscript is readable, language is mostly suitable for scholarly communication, but there are occasional grammatical errors and awkward phrasing. Improving clarity and fluency in some sections would enhance comprehension.

Suggestions: Instead of  overuse of passive voice, ensure consistency in terminology and verb tense.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Although the Shannon index is well-known to anyone working in biodiversity studies, it is recommended to include the formula used for calculating the diversity index in the methodology.
2. It would be desirable to provide photographs of the sampling sites.
3. Specify the conditions under which the sampling was carried out (average, minimum and maximum temperatures, humidity, time of day, whether transects were performed over a specific distance and time, etc.).
4. List the identification keys used to determine insect species.
5. In the Results section, the tables could be merged into a single table, because most of the tables content are repetitive, but not necessary.
6. Nowhere in the text do the authors refer to the tables and figures; they are practically not mentioned. The authors should explicitly refer to the contents of the tables and figures in the Results and Discussion sections.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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