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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 critical baseline data on the diversity and abundance of insect pollinators in ridge gourd (Luffa acutangula) agroecosystems, a crop of significant economic and nutritional value in tropical regions. By identifying the dominant pollinator groups (particularly Hymenoptera: Apidae, Formicidae, and Halictidae) in the Hyderabad region, the research fills a geographical gap in our understanding of cucurbit pollination ecology. The findings are highly relevant for developing pollinator-friendly crop management practices, which are essential for ensuring sustainable yields and food security in smallholder farming systems. Furthermore, the comparative discussion with previous studies across India enriches the existing literature and underscores the regional variability in pollinator communities.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	   4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
Major Strengths:

1-The study is methodologically sound and provides clear, useful baseline data.

2-The identification of specific species (e.g., Nomia sp., Tetragonula sp.) and their relative abundances is a strong point.

3-The discussion effectively contextualizes the findings with previous research, highlighting both agreements and regional variations.

Major Weaknesses :

1-Critical Error in Table 1: The title of Table 1 reads "List of insect pollinators from ridge gourd flowers (Lagenaria siceraria) ". This is botanically incorrect. Ridge gourd is Luffa acutangula, while Lagenaria siceraria is bottle gourd. This is a significant factual error that must be corrected.

2-Repeated Keywords: The keyword "Luffa acutangula" is repeated twice. Please remove the duplicate.

3-Discussion of Limitations: The manuscript lacks a dedicated discussion on the study's limitations. The authors should acknowledge factors such as the single-season sampling period (2023-24) and the potential influence of weather conditions on pollinator activity, which could affect the generalizability of the findings.

4-Minor Typographical/Formatting Errors: In the Introduction, "Kelin et al., 2007" should be "Klein et al., 2007". Also, check the consistency of the reference formatting (e.g., initials vs. full names). In Table 2, the column "Species Abundance among the Order (%)" appears to have some values out of sequence (e.g., Halictidae at 2.63%). Please verify all percentages for accuracy.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. This study does not involve human subjects or vertebrates. Standard entomological collection and preservation methods were used, and no endangered species were involved, so no specific ethical approval is required.
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