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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 development of an Apis honeybee colony is largely determined by the productivity of the queen bee. This article is crucial for providing new information to readers and apiaries. The results of this study demonstrate that a bee colony can survive with doble queens, thus disproving the theory that Apis mellifera colonies only have single queen.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate because it describes the substance and purpose of the research.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract of this article is quite good. However, it would be better if an analysis of the data used in the data processing was added. It should be noted that two terms are used in this article for worker bees: field worker (forager) bees and worker brood cells. The author should better understand the use of these two terms. The abstract lists foreger activity, but this data is not displayed in the results. Ideally, the abstract should be included in the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has been written according to scientific procedures. However, some information needs to be added, namely:

1) In the methods section, the data analysis used is not included, including an explanation of the time abbreviations used, such as T1, T2, and T3.

2) Results and discussion: The figures displayed are not yet informative. There are six bar charts with different colors, but the information conveyed by these six colors is not displayed in either the captions of figures 1-4 or the text of the results.

3) In the discussion, the principle of multiple queen bees is to increase the number and role of worker bees. The discussion should be directed towards the fact that the increase in the number and role of worker bees, and the area of ​​brood combs, are directly proportional to the double of queen bees in a colony.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Supporting references are still relatively scarce, with only 15 available. Of these, eight were published more than 10 years ago.
	

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


	The quality of the language/English used in the article is suitable for scientific communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	In general, the manuscript is quite good even though it has to undergo improvement as previously suggested
	


	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)

I don't see any ethical violations in this manuscript.
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