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	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 present manuscript offers valuable insights into how aquatic insect communities contribute to ecological stability and natural pest suppression in semi-arid rice agroecosystems. By integrating diversity assessments, functional feeding group analysis, and pest-predator dynamics, the study provides perspective on how biodiversity supports sustainable agriculture. The demonstrated negative correlation between predator abundance and pest density highlights the potential of conserving aquatic insect communities as nature-based solution for reducing chemical pesticide dependence.  This work advances both ecological understanding and practical agroecological management, making it highly relevant for researchers.
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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The most recent reference is from 2023.
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https://www.doi.org/10.22271/j.ento.2025.v13.i3b.9505
https://www.entomologyjournals.com/assets/archives/2025/vol10issue2/10050.pdf
Other studies relevant to the topic can be found at a simple search.
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