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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 (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.
	From my perspective, this manuscript is important to the scientific community for the following reasons:

1. This study is relevant because it allows us to understand the effects of neonicotinoids, since these synthetic insecticides have a significant neurotoxic and systemic effect. Their continued use in agricultural practices, often indiscriminate, leads to a loss of biodiversity.

2. These synthetic insecticides can directly reach certain plant tissues and even accumulate in pollen and nectar, causing toxicity damage to a wide variety of pollinating arthropods and even vertebrates involved in pollination.

3. Regardless of any safety levels established in the tests identified and categorized by this study, it is important to consider that these biocides, when used individually, are highly toxic, damaging the functionality of ecosystems.

4. This study is also important because it establishes a reference for the use of these insecticides, which, by their very nature, should not be used. However, it allows for their use to a certain extent by determining permissible levels.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Considering that the title is correct, since it defines the way in which the chemical agents will be used, as well as their lethal doses and the species of insect on which the tests are carried out, as well as the way in which the product is dosed on it.
	

	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 has a total of 348 words, which is a significant amount. However, I suggest that the abstract be better organized and clearly defined, beginning with an introductory background, followed by the objective, the methodology, the results, a discussion section, and finally a general conclusion. As I observed, the methodology section occupies more than 50% of the paragraph, and the results section then takes up almost the other 50%. Therefore, I propose the structure outlined above.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript lacks conclusions. While it includes an introduction, a methodological section, results, and discussion, it is deemed necessary to include a conclusion regarding the bee species in question, specifically concerning the levels of chemicals used and the regions studied.
The methodological section should include a location reference, such as a map of the study areas, for clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The article presents a total of 36 bibliographic references. I consider this insufficient. There are three citations from the 19th century (1925), and two more from the 19th century (1971 and 1973). I would only allow these if they were from classic authors, but otherwise, the sources need updating. The most recent citations provided by
the authors of this article are two from 2020 and three from 2021. I believe they should update their sources and use at least 80% of the authors from 2020 to the present.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	It is a suitable English.
There are no spelling or writing problems. The ideas are understandable and clear enough for a scholarly reader.
	

	Optional/General comments
	No comments
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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