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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 document presents a detailed basic inventory of hymenopteran diversity in the urban and peri-urban areas of Nagpur, Maharashtra which was poorly explored in terms of insect biodiversity records. The results provide insight into the function of urban green space, wetland-associated areas and integrated agricultural-urban landscapes in supporting different functional groups of Hymenoptera including pollinators (Apidae), predators (Vespidae) and parasitoids (Chalcididae). The inventory is relevant for conservation strategies and urban biodiversity monitoring in the light of the global decline of insect populations and the critical ecosystem functions provided by Hymenoptera. The documentation of 32 species belonging to 7 families adds to the growing knowledge of Indian hymenopteran diversity and acts as a springboard for future ecological studies in this region.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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, but consider “Inventory of Hymenopteran Fauna in Urban and Peri-Urban Landscapes of Nagpur, Koradi and Kamptee, Maharashtra, India” for better reflecting the survey type.
	

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

	A little. The abstract reports a 12-month survey, but does not specify the intensity of sampling. The time frame is April 2025 to April 2026 but the writing suggests this is an earlier study. This has to be clarified. The abstract appropriately recognises limitations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The scientific concerns of the manuscript are: (1) Taxonomic accuracy problems – Several species names are misauthorised (e.g. Apis Florea should be Apis florea, Xlyocopa laticeps should be Xylocopa laticeps, Polistis Carolina should be Polistes carolina). (2) Doubtful record - Solenopsis invicta (Red Imported Fire Ant) is native to South America and is not a natural occurrence in India. This record needs confirmation. Meat ant (Iridomyrmex purpureus) - Australian. (3) Identifications- The paper does not report the deposition of vouchers in a recognised museum which is crucial to taxonomic validity. (4) Statistical analysis - No quantitative analysis is reported, the study is purely descriptive.
	

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

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

	No quantitative analysis is reported, the study is purely descriptive.
NO. Key references supporting urban ecology and pollinator studies in discussion (Baldock et al., 2015;Wenzel et al., 2020; Trigos-Peral et al., 2020; Brock et al., 2021) are included in the discussion and conclusions but not in the main reference list. That is a serious omission. Also, some of the references used are pre-2000.
	

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

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

	NO. Insect collection and preservation is mentioned. The study does not mention if the necessary permits for collection in public areas were obtained. This must be cleared up.
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