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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.
	This study provides a critical localized assessment of 63 bee-flora species across 30 botanical families in the Nalanda district of Bihar. By systematically documenting the foraging characteristics of these plants, identifying 52 species that provide both nectar and pollen, the authors establish a functional framework for sustaining honeybee colonies during critical dearth periods. The development of a detailed floral calendar serves as a high-fidelity management tool for beekeepers to optimize colony health and maximize pollination efficiency. Furthermore, the research highlights the ecological necessity of diversifying agro-ecosystems with wild and ornamental flora to ensure year-round resource continuity.
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	The manuscript provides high-fidelity localized data that is often missing in regional apicultural planning. The documentation of the December/January dearth period (only 8–10 species) is particularly valuable for beekeepers in Bihar. While the data is robust, the authors missed an opportunity to perform a deeper cognitive analysis of the correlation between specific micro-climatic variables (rainfall/temperature) and the identified floral scarcity. Addressing this would move the paper from a descriptive survey to a predictive ecological model.
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