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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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 minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The authors of this manuscript investigated over two years the hoverflies (Diptera: Syrphidae) diversity of two different environments: litchi and guava crop ecosystems. They showed that the litchi ecosystem is richer in species than the guava ecosystem, confirming data already present in literature and providing a further step in mapping biodiversity of seminatural environments. In addition, their sampling effort allowed them to record for the first time in that area the presence of Scaeva latimaculata. This highlight the need of these studies to increase the general knowledge about wild non-bee pollinators worldwide. I hope that this study could represent a starting point to further investigate and characterize the pollinator biodiversity of those area (maybe non only limited to crop ecosystems).
I think that there are several issues but the authors can really improve their manuscript and make it suitable for publication
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but why litchi and guava with a capital letter?
	

	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.


	All the fundamental information of the paper are summed up in the abstract. However I suggest to reduce the list of the result into the abstract and to increase a bit the “discussion section” of the abstract to specify the differences between the litchi and guava ecosystems and to indicate future potential steps
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall it is correct although very simple in the statistical analysis part. I would like to see some more data analysis, hypothesis and acknowledgment of the limitation of the study. I list here the issue I have found.

The sampling effort is not correctly specified
Into the method section is specified that the authors counted the hoverflies as number/m2 and that is correct as the surface of the litchi and guava ecosystems are very different and in that way they can compare the results. It is specified that a random number of tree have been selected in each site. How many tree per site? Was it a fixed number or was it dependant on the surface of the site (more tree in more extended areas)?
The authors said that they visited the litchi in 2019 and the guava in 2020. How many survey per year per site? Which months? Are the authors sure that they equally sampled all the potential “good” season for hoverflies? How can they be sure that the differences in species richness are not due to the sampling effort? Without any specification of the sampling effort is very hard to understand the differences between the two sites. They can be due to different weather conditions or different months of sampling.
What about rarer species? They usually need a intensive sampling effort to be found (or very luck researchers), is this the case?

Is one year per ecosystem enough?
In addition, having sampled each ecosystem only one year pose very strong limitation to the consideration that can be made on the results as the number they obtained can be very stochastic. Many population insect fluctuate in abundance and maybe in species composition. To obtain a list of species each ecosystems require to be sampled at least two/three years to obtain solid data and observe eventual fluctuations (also mitigating other biases that derives from sampling for only one year) I think that this is a major limitation to the study and the authors should clearly acknowledge it into the discussion section. One year of sampling (without knowing sampling effort per year per site) seems not enough to obtain robust data. I understand that the fieldwork has already been done and additional sampling will require more time and money, so I will not suggest to do that (unless it is already in the plan of the authors), but if there are additional data from following years (2021-2025) that have not been yet analysed I recommend to the authors to include them in this manuscript to produce a more solid work. If this is not possible please be honest about the limitation of these results.
Indices used and their meaning
The indices used are very popular, informative and appropriate to the results. However, the authors could specify their meaning and what they measure in order to provide a self-explaining manuscript. Having only two ecosystems and a very limited number of species and individuals it is hard to produce robust statistical analysis and comparison. Nevertheless, they say “Pielou’s Evenness value estimated for litchi ecosystem showed a value 0.95, which was found to be comparatively higher than guava (0.92).” Those values are very similar 0.95 vs 0.92 does not seem a big differences. Is there any references you can cite to support that such short difference is ecologically valuable? They do not seem to be statistically difference these two values.
Having not clearly specified the sampling effort it is also difficult to understand if the differences between the litchi and guava are due to their different surface or other ecological features.
Litchi vs guava

This is the main point of the manuscript and still it is not clear at all which is the main result (or take home message). Why such a big difference in species number? Are the two ecosystem managed differently? There are some site-specific features? What about other paper? The authors really need to improve their discussion on this topic. The need to make some hypothesis or provide explanations of these differences to make this manuscript suitable for publication. What about species that have been found only in the guava?  Why only there? Maybe discussing also some already known ecological features of this species could help the authors understand this and improve the manuscript. There are still many aspects that are not considered in the discussion. The results can, and in my opinion must, be discussed more extensively and in detail to provide a valuable message. Please reconsider to write again all the discussion section including also this points (not only, this should be a starting point). Also a picture for each ecosystem could be nice to give the reader clearer vision of the habitat considered (I suggest to include them in Figure 1 making it divided into three big panel , map, litchi ecosystem, guava ecosystem)
The new record of Scaeva latimaculata

The authors consider it an important result (it is also in the title) but it is not discussed at all in the manuscript. Why it is important in your opinion? I expected some information on this species to understand why it was important this new record. The authors should specify some more data about this and give it the importance it seems to have. For example, which is its distribution? Is it strange to find it in your study area? Is it endangered? Any particular ecological features? I think the authors should valorize more this finding. The reader should be interested about this new record, instead it was barely mentioned. I was disappointed by that.
Future directions

The end of the discussion is just not suitable. A good conclusion is lacking. What about other studies you can do in those areas? Are you planning to monitoring the abundance of hoverflies in the next years? You already did that? Be creative. What are potential future studies? One example could be testing if the pollination efficacy (number of pollen deposited or fitness of flowers/plants) of a single visit of the most abundant specie of hoverfly is higher than the efficacy of honeybees. Do you think that it is doable? I think you should discuss that or other similar aspects to provide a valuable conclusion.
You could test if the presence of many different species of hoverflies increase the fruit/quality production, and if this is the case how can you increase the number of hoverflies. There is still a lot to discover and study. Be creative with your possibilities in the future.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear to be barely sufficient for the manuscript, I suggest the authors to add some more reference when describing the ecological features of hoverflies in general and also in the discussion. I believe that the discussion needs to be heavily modified and so that could be a good opportunity to add some more appropriate reference.
I found some mistakes in the references:
- Anonymous (2018) Horticulture Area Production Info System. Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers' Welfare. http://aps.dac.gov.in (Accessed on 21st December 2018). Why anonymous? I was not able to access to the site so I can not be sure but if the source is only the site you can directly add the link into brackets or cite it using “Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers' Welfare”. 

- Pape, T. & Thompson, F. C. 2016. Systema Dipterorum (version 2.0, Jan 2011), In: Species 2000 and ITIS Catalogue of Life, 29th October 2014 (Roskov, Y., Abucay, L., Orrell, T., Nicolson, D., Kunze, T., Culham, A., Bailly, N., Kirk, P., Bourgoin, T., De Walt, R. E., Decock, W. & De Wever, A. eds). Digital resource at www.catalogueoflife.org/col, Species 2000: Naturalis, Leiden, the Netherlands. Here it is reported 2016 but in the text it is cited as 207, please check.

- Rai VL, Srivastava P, Bisht K, Mishra VK (2017) Diversity and relative abundance of pollinating insects visiting litchi (Litchi chinensis Sonn.) inflorescence under Tarai agro-climatic condition. J Exp Zool 20(1): 221-227.  This reference is in the reference section but it is not cited in the text please check.

Additionally the authors should use only one style of citation in the reference section, many references are in different formats. They need to check this.


	

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


	This is the most problematic part. The quality is not acceptable for publication. Most of the sentences are not correct in English and sound very strange. I can not list here all the mistakes I have found but almost every paragraph contains at least one. I recommend to get some help in correcting this to improve its readability.
Sometimes it is used hover flies and sometimes hoverflies and the same is true for honey bees. Please check

Also there some strange and useless sentences in the introduction. For example:
“They are distinguished from bees on the basis of having a single pair of wings.”, “Furthermore, they do not sting the farm workers as in the case of bees”
These sentences are completely useless in the context of the manuscript.

All the manuscript needs to be revised and improved.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I think that there are several issues that need to be addressed to make this paper acceptable for publication. I propose serious major revision.

The most problematic part are the discussion (almost useless at the moment) and the English quality. I suggest to carefully revise all the manuscript as there are many small mistakes that need to be checkd.
I specified most of my comments in the previous sections of the form, but here some additional minor comments:

-Table 1 and 2, I think that the column Order and Family are useless here as it is a list of Syrphidae so it is obvious.

-Figure 1. The legend box seems to be lacking some border, for only aesthetic reasons you can improve that. In addition, what about including a map of India to highlight also the position of Himachal Pradesh there? I suggest also to use different shapes into the map to indicate sites of litchi and guava ecosystems to provide a more informative map. Following my comment in previous sections I also suggest to include here two panels showing the typical environment of both ecosystems.

-Figure 3. The name of the species are lacking on the x-axis of the figure

-Figures 5,6,7 They are in the file but not cited in the manuscript. Why? Add them

-In the second/third line of the introduction there is some mistake with worldwide and references. Please check

-Sometimes the authority of the scientific name of the species is present more than once, it should be written only the first time the species is cited. Check

-In the discussion it is written “Similar studies on litchi were confirmed by Das et al. 2019. Furthermore, results on diversity of syrphid flies by Sajjad et al. 2010 and Khan and Hanif 2016 were quite similar to our findings”. This for example need to be discussed more, in which way they are similar, what does it mean? This is just an example of some points that need to be more discussed in the manuscript.

- In the discussion it is written: Species belonging to Eristalinae subfamily are more abundant in litchi ecosystem while those belonging to Syrphinae subfamily are more abundant in guava ecosystem. It can be implicated that more Eristalinae visitors were collected from litchi blooms while more Syrphinae visitors were collected from guava blooms.

The sentence starting with “It can be implicated” is completely useless, it is tautologic, the abundance is higher because you collected more. That is not a discussion. Please discuss the results, show the reader why there is this difference and what we still do not know about that. Again, improve your discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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