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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.


	The manuscript presents an inventory of mustard pollinating insects during the daytime period, compiled using three standard inventory methods. Two ecological indices and another coefficient were calculated to analyze the diversity, species richness, and dominance of pollinating insect populations.

The variability of the calculated values ​​highlights the importance of diurnal pollinating insect biodiversity in mustard agroecosystems; its protection ensures the preservation of pollination services.

However, this study has limitations. The taxonomic identification of the recorded species is not provided, which is crucial in this field. The study area is unknown, and the statistics are not analyzed in depth, which significantly diminishes the scientific scope of this article.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is clear and appropriate for the manuscript, but, as a suggestion, it would be advisable to specify the geographical area of study.

The title can be improved by adding: Diversity and Abundance of Diurnal Insect Pollinators (specifying the region).
	

	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.


	Yes, the summary is complete. According to the work described in the article. However, several points should be considered in the summary, such as the area and period of the inventory, as the season and time of year can affect the results. This is despite the fact that some species were counted during flowering, which likely refers to the spring season.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This topic is scientifically sound, but very limited, and its relevance requires the integration of other criteria: the region, a list of pollinating insect species, a presentation of insect orders (which is insufficient), a more in-depth interpretation of the results, and the presentation of the geographic coordinates for the installed traps. The location of the traps should also be shown on a map of the region and the country.

The results obtained would benefit from comparison with international studies conducted in this field. These points are essential for this article to be considered scientifically rigorous.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography is relevant and scientifically rigorous. However, it relies on a limited theoretical framework, contains only 19 references, is not sufficiently up-to-date, and is excessively focused on regional studies (India), which limits the manuscript's international scope.

A significant proportion of the references are out dated (prior to 2015). Nevertheless, one-third of the references are from recent (2020-2024) high-impact international publications. These articles address several areas related to pollinators, functional diversity, and the impact of climate change. Updating FAO statistics is also recommended. Overall, the references are need strengthening to ensure scientific rigor. More recent and conceptually developed additions are needed to meet the requirements of international scientific journals.

· Ayesha Sarfraz et al. (2025) – Recent analysis of rapeseed (Brassica napus) pollinator abundance.

· Reeti Condell et al. (2025) – Study on pollinator diversity in Indian mustard (Brassica juncea).

· Badens-Perez (2022) – The benefits of insect pollination in Brassicaceae: a meta-analysis.

These references place this study within the context of recent research. For an article to be considered relevant, 50% of the references should be from the last 5 years.
	

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


	Yes.

The English language quality of the article is very well suited to scientific communication. and the vocabulary has been carefully chosen.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In general, the work presents an incomplete study, but contains relevant results. The text requires further study of the climate and other ecological conditions that play a crucial role in understanding the functioning of these insects. Illustrating the results with recent graphs or figures improves the relevance and robustness of the work. These suggestions could significantly improve the quality of the article.
The study area is not mentioned.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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