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PART 1


	
	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 manuscript presents content of relevance to beekeepers and may serve as an initial step toward more comprehensive and better-designed studies on pollen production by Apis mellifera.
	



PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
The title suggests that the study evaluates the potential of A. mellifera colonies to produce corbicular pollen. However, what is actually measured in this work is the pollen captured by traps. Furthermore, the title states that the apiaries are migratory, yet this information is not included in any other section of the manuscript.
	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
In the abstract, the stated objective differs from that presented in the introduction and does not appear to be directly linked to the results.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2= Needs Improvement.
Keywords should preferably include terms that are not already present in the title, in order to increase the article's retrievability in databases.
	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
Overall, the introduction provides background information that supports the study; however, it needs to clearly define all concepts used in the objective, such as, for example: pollen trapping frequencies; pollen production potential.
	

	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
	3= Satisfactory
	

	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= Satisfactory
	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
The manuscript needs to clearly define the sampling units of the study, as it is not possible to determine whether they are the colonies per treatment or the sites. Without this information, it is difficult to assess whether the analyses are appropriate. For the data analyses, it may be necessary to include a random factor. It is also unclear whether only one ANOVA model was used or whether six separate models were run for each site. A map figure showing the collection sites should be included, so that the reader can understand the distances between locations.
	

	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
	N/A= Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2= Needs Improvement.
The Results section could be more concise, as there is repetition of information throughout the text. No specific analysis was conducted to verify statistical differences between years, which could be an interesting aspect to explore. If pollen production among plant species is discussed, a corresponding analysis would also be required. It is necessary to revise the units used throughout the text (e.g., g /colony/day, g/colony/day, g/ colony/day).
	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
Figure 2 presents bar graphs, which summarize the data. A scatter plot would be more appropriate, as it conveys the results more clearly to the reader, with each point in the graph representing one sampling unit.
	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
It is mentioned more than once that mustard-based treatment produced more fruits and flowers and that P. pashia produced fewer. However, this is based solely on observation, and no analysis was performed to support these claims. The discussion could be improved by explaining the biological mechanisms underlying the results, rather than merely confirming them. For instance, the manuscript states: "This may be due to frequent removal of pollen loads, which stimulates foraging activity", yet it does not suggest which mechanisms could drive this response. How exactly does frequent removal stimulate foraging? Are there feedback receptors within the colony? Does the internal demand for pollen increase?
	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
There are conclusions that are not supported, as they were neither tested nor directly confirmed by the results and therefore cannot be stated as such, for example: "the floral source significantly influences" and "pollen removal stimulates foraging activity." What the authors can actually conclude based on the tests is that alternating collection yielded higher pollen output as captured by the trap. The authors may also consider including the study's limitations in the conclusion, as well as suggestions for future research on this topic.
	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement.
The limitations of the study should be included in the discussion or conclusion.
	

	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= Satisfactory.
	

	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= Satisfactory.

	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


The work has potential; however, adjustments are necessary before publication can be considered. The manuscript needs to maintain a clear and direct correspondence between the title, objective, and conclusion. It is absolutely important to clearly identify the sampling units of the study. Additional comments have been provided for each topic in the review form. 
Note: As a taxonomic rule, the first time species names are cited in the text, they must be followed by the author's name and year for animal species, and by the author's name for plant species (please verify the specific guidelines of the target journal).
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)
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