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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.
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No
As Scaeva latimaculata (Brunetti, 1923) already reported from Himachal Pradesh (Sengupta et al.,2023)
	

	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.


	Abstract is overly descriptive and repetitive; it needs concise presentation focusing on objectives, methods, main findings, and implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	  Weak Research Gap Justification
· The introduction does not clearly highlight why studying syrphids specifically in litchi and guava ecosystems of the Shivalik Hills is unique compared to earlier studies in India or globally.

  Language and Grammar Issues
· Frequent grammatical errors, improper sentence structures, and redundancy (e.g., “worldwide (Pape & Thompson 2017). worldwide (Kuznetsov 2002)”).

· Inconsistent verb tenses and overuse of passive voice reduce clarity.

  Data Presentation Issues
· Figures and tables lack proper referencing in the text (e.g., “Table 4” and “Fig. 2” are not always explained when first mentioned).

· Some tables are unnecessarily lengthy and could be combined for better readability.

· No error bars or statistical significance tests shown for diversity comparisons.

  Methodology Limitation
· Sampling was carried out in two separate years (2019 for litchi and 2020 for guava), which introduces environmental bias but is not discussed.

· Sample size (n=90 individuals) appears small for making strong conclusions about species richness and diversity.

  Results & Discussion Overlap
· The discussion section largely repeats results instead of providing deep interpretation or linking to pollination efficiency, ecological implications, or conservation value.

  Referencing & Formatting Issues
· Some references are outdated or irrelevant (e.g., generic syrphid family references not directly connected to the current research question).

· Reference style inconsistent (e.g., sometimes full journal name, sometimes abbreviated, sometimes missing DOI).

  Figures Quality & Placement
· Figures (maps and images) are low resolution and not labeled properly (e.g., Fig. 5, 6, 7 only have alphabetical labels but no scale bars or size references).
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