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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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 examines emerging pollination technologies in precision agriculture, addressing the global decline in natural pollinators. By integrating traditional pollination with innovations such as UAV-assisted, robotic, and AI-based systems, insights into crop productivity, sustainability, and resilience can be obtained. This review is crucial for researchers and practitioners because it evaluates the effectiveness, scalability, and economic feasibility of current pollination methods, informing future research and technological development. Furthermore, this manuscript highlights the need for interdisciplinary collaboration and policy support, making it a valuable resource for advancing sustainable agriculture and ensuring global food security.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. 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
	2
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of the article is well chosen, being both clear and informative, and effectively encapsulates the central theme of the manuscript. This underscores the shift from traditional to modern pollination techniques and their significance in precision agriculture. The inclusion of terms such as "innovations," "pollination methods," and "precision agriculture" enhances its visibility and relevance within the scientific community.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is thorough and effectively emphasizes the significance of pollination while identifying contemporary challenges, such as the decline in pollinator populations. It delineates the shift from traditional methods to modern approaches, highlighting notable innovations such as drones, robotics, and AI-based systems. Additionally, it addresses factors such as efficiency, scalability, and sustainability, rendering it both informative and well suited to a scientific audience.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the manuscript is not fully scientifically sound in its current form.
While the overall content is relevant and largely accurate, several structural and presentation issues need improvement to meet scientific publishing standards:
1. Heading structure: Proper heading and subheading numbering is missing, which affects clarity and logical flow of the manuscript, proper spacing between the words is missed, colon mark (:) is not required for every heading and subheading, etc (Please verify the entire text)
2. References: Citations are not consistently or clearly formatted (e.g., Dellinger et al., 2019c, It is mentioned that Dellinger reference in the year 2019 is once, but in the introduction, 2019c is mentioned – where are a and b references).
3. Figures quality: The figures are not sufficiently clear or publication-ready; all figures should be provided at ≥300 dpi resolution.
4. Figure formatting: Fig. 2 (pollination syndrome traits) is highly tabular in nature and would be better presented as a table for improved readability and scientific clarity (as seen on page 4).
5. Consistency issues: Minor inconsistencies in terminology, capitalization, and formatting are present throughout the manuscript.
6. Language refinement: Some sentences require grammatical polishing and conciseness to improve scientific readability.
Addressing these points will significantly enhance the manuscript’s scientific rigor, clarity, and suitability for journal publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the references are not fully sufficient and up to date.
After examining the manuscript, the reference list includes a mix of classic and recent studies; however, there are several limitations:
1. Limited recent coverage: Although a few recent papers (2023–2025) are included, many sections rely on older or general references, especially in rapidly advancing areas such as AI-based pollination, robotics, and UAV systems.
2. Insufficient high-impact sources: There is limited inclusion of high-impact journal articles (e.g., Biosystems Engineering, Computers and Electronics in Agriculture. Though a few are cited, more are needed).
3. Gaps in emerging technologies: Topics like machine vision, deep learning for flower detection, swarm robotics, and nano-pollination systems are not adequately supported with recent, cutting-edge studies (last 3–5 years).
Suggestions for improvement
1. Include more recent references (2022–2025), particularly in sections on robotic, UAV, and AI-based pollination systems.
2. Add high-impact and peer-reviewed journal articles to strengthen scientific credibility.
3. Improve citation coverage throughout the manuscript, ensuring all key claims are well-supported.
4. Consider incorporating systematic reviews and meta-analyses for broader validation of concepts.
These improvements will enhance the manuscript’s relevance, credibility, and alignment with current research trends.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	After a comprehensive review of the manuscript, no ethical issues, such as plagiarism, data fabrication, concerns related to human or animal experimentation, or conflicts of interest, were identified. The manuscript is a review article, and its content is appropriately grounded in the previously published literature, with citations duly included. Nonetheless, it is recommended to ensure that citation formatting is both accurate and complete to prevent inadvertent attribution issues.
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