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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback(Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript provides valuable information on the diversity and foraging activity of insect pollinators in Momordica charantia fields in Tamil Nadu. Understanding pollinator assemblages, peak foraging hours, and species efficiency has direct implications for sustainable crop production, pollinator conservation, and agroecological management. The study also enriches regional biodiversity records and offers practical recommendations for avoiding pesticide use during critical foraging periods, making it highly relevant for both researchers and practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and informative. It accurately reflects the focus of the work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is generally comprehensive, covering objectives, methodology, and results. However, it contains some long sentences that could be simplified. There is also a small inconsistency between the value of Simpson’s index in the abstract (9.13) and in the main text/tables (9.18).
This should be corrected for consistency. A final statement emphasizing the agricultural or ecological relevance of the findings would strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is well explained and includes sufficient detail to allow replication. Diversity indices are appropriately applied and results are consistent with previous studies. Some redundancy in the text (especially in the species list) should be removed to improve clarity. Greater emphasis could be given to the ecological interpretation of the results.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally sufficient, covering both classical and recent works. Nevertheless, some entries need formatting corrections (e.g., Lauria & Fred, 1995, which appears incomplete). Additional recent literature on pollinator declines and agroecological implications could be incorporated to strengthen the discussion (e.g., IPBES 2016 Assessment Report on Pollinators, Pollination and Food Production).

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The language is understandable, but there are frequent long sentences and some grammatical errors. Scientific names should be consistently italicized, and redundant expressions should be avoided. Careful editing by a native or professional editor is recommended to improve clarity and readability.

	

	Optional/Generalcomments

	Overall, the manuscript is a useful contribution to pollination ecology and sustainable agriculture. Minor revisions are required to improve consistency of data reporting, clarity of the English language, and formatting of references and tables.
The manuscript is scientifically robust and relevant, but requires minor corrections in English language, data consistency, reference formatting, and reduction of redundancies.
	

















	PART  2:


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment(if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No ethical issues are identified.
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