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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.
	The topic is relevant to pollination ecology and agronomic management of niger, an underutilized oilseed crop. Field information on the activity of different Apis species across sowing dates can be useful for understanding crop-pollinator synchrony under rainfed conditions. The study also reports yield attributes together with pollinator observations over the flowering period, which could provide useful local evidence for crop management. However, the scientific value of the present version is limited by inconsistencies in the stated objective, incomplete methodological and statistical details, and several discrepancies between the tables and the narrative; these points should be resolved before the conclusions are relied upon.
	



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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

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

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	1 (Poor)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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


	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	1 (Poor)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	




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.

	NO.
The present title implies that the different honey-bee species were experimentally shown to affect yield. In fact, the treatments are sowing dates, and no pollinator-exclusion/manipulation treatment or direct analysis linking species-specific visitation with yield is described. Tables 2-3 also report bee counts/visitation density (bees m-2 per 5 min), rather than relative abundance as a proportion of the pollinator community. A more accurate title would be: 'Influence of sowing date on honey-bee visitation and yield attributes of niger [Guizotia abyssinica (L.f.) Cass.]'.
	

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

	NO.
The abstract contains the main numerical findings but needs revision after the data are checked. It should state the experimental design/replication briefly, avoid language implying that bee visitation caused the yield response, and keep the interpretation within the limits of a single-season field experiment. Apis dorsata had the highest overall mean population (7.17 bees m-2 per 5 min), so the presentation of species abundance should be made consistent. Any corrected values from Tables 2-3 should also be carried into the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO - major scientific revision is required before the results can be evaluated confidently.
1. Objective/design mismatch (p. 3): the Introduction and Materials and Methods state that the study evaluates 'different bee attractants' and the foraging behaviour of Apis florea, whereas the actual treatments are six sowing dates. The objective, hypothesis and Methods should be rewritten consistently around sowing date, bee visitation and yield attributes.
2. Methods are not sufficiently reproducible. Please provide the niger variety/genotype, plot size, spacing, seed rate, crop-management practices, pesticide use, block/treatment layout, randomization procedure and the method used to convert plot yield to kg ha-1.
3. The pollinator-sampling structure requires clarification. Observations were made at 2-h intervals from 07:00 to 17:00, at five 1-m2 spots, across several days after flowering and three replications. State exactly how many observations contributed to each treatment x DAF value, whether the same plots/spots were repeatedly sampled, and what constituted the experimental unit.
4. A complete statistical-analysis subsection is required. Reporting only SEm+/- and CD at 5% is insufficient. Specify the ANOVA/model used, factors and interactions, treatment of repeated observations, software, significance level, multiple-comparison procedure and assumption checks. The temporal measurements should not be treated as independent replicates without justification.
5. Table 3/text discrepancies must be checked against the original data (p. 11). For Apis florea, T4 has a mean of 2.74 in Table 3, but the Results report 2.42 and state that T6 (2.55) is highest. For A. mellifera, T4 = 0.89 is higher than T1 = 0.78, although the text initially calls T1 the highest mean. These are not merely typographical because they change the ranking of treatments.
6. Table 2 interpretation also needs correction. For A. dorsata, the stage mean at 45 DAF is 5.47, which is lower than 5.58 at 3 DAF, yet the Results identify 3 DAF as the minimum. Please perform a complete table-to-text audit rather than correcting isolated sentences.
7. The transformation shown in the table footnotes [sqrt(x+0.5)] needs statistical justification. Clarify whether analysis was performed on transformed data and why the same approach appears to have been applied to yield traits and 1000-seed weight as well as insect counts.
8. The statement that delayed sowing 'progressively' reduced productivity is not supported by the yield sequence (628, 446, 500, 600, 450 and 330 kg ha-1). The response is non-monotonic; 15 August produced 600 kg ha-1. Describe the observed pattern accurately and avoid implying a continuous decline with each delay.
9. Bee abundance should not be equated with demonstrated pollination effectiveness. No exclusion/caging treatment, single-visit effectiveness measurement or direct pollination-efficiency test is reported. Statements that a species made a greater 'contribution' to pollination should therefore be qualified as potential contribution based on visitation frequency.
10. The Discussion should move beyond repeating table values followed by 'similar findings'. It should explain possible biological reasons for species-specific temporal patterns, distinguish sowing-date effects from calendar/weather effects, and acknowledge that flowering under different sowing dates occurred under different environmental conditions.
11. Limitations are presently absent. At minimum, discuss the single location and single season, temporal/weather confounding among sowing dates, the observational nature of pollinator visitation, limited replication and the absence of direct pollination manipulation.
12. Language and terminology require careful editing throughout (e.g., 'capitulam', 'Populaion', 'yield attributes characters', and repeated phrases such as 'Similar findings that the finding of...'). Scientific names, units and the expression of bees m-2 per 5 min should be standardized.


I recommend Serious Major Revision. The topic and field observations may be publishable, but the paper should not proceed without verification of the original data, correction of the table-to-text inconsistencies, a complete statistical description/reanalysis, and removal of unsupported causal statements about bee-mediated yield effects. I also suggest an editorial check for possible dataset overlap with the authors' previously cited 2023 papers on relative abundance/succession of niger pollinators under different sowing dates. The close similarity of topic warrants clarification, although the present manuscript alone does not establish duplicate publication. The authors should state clearly whether any Kharif 2021 observations have been reported previously and, if so, identify the genuinely new data, analysis and conclusions in this submission.
	

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

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

	NO.
Relevant recent literature is included, but the reference list needs a complete citation-to-reference audit. Kachhela and Pastagia (2018) and Kivadasannavar et al. (2007) are cited in the text but are not present in the supplied reference list. The 'Anonymous. 2025-26' entry also appears bibliographically inconsistent. References should be standardized to the journal style, and closely related earlier niger pollinator papers cited by the authors should be clearly distinguished from the present dataset and contribution.
	

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

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

	NO apparent human/animal ethical issue requiring approval.
However, please see the confidential comment to the Editor regarding clarification of possible overlap with the authors' previously cited niger pollinator publications.
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