
Editor’s comment: 

 

The authors need to address the highlighted changes (see attached manuscript).  
 
1. Line 105-109: This section is not clearly written. This analysis is critical and thus each point needs to 
be clearly outlined to the reader. 
 
2. Line 148-: The second hypothesis put forward by the authors 
 needs further experiments that actually look at the rate at which pollinators visit the control and the 75% 
in particular in addition to looking at pollen donation and deposition. This would strenghten the impact of 
this paper. If the authors have this data, it is important to include it. 
 
 

Author’s feedback: 

We thank the editor for the recommendations made to the manuscript in this second review. We clarify 
the analysis section for a better understanding. Regarding the second hypothesis, we declared it as 
something to explore in a next step instead of something that is pursued as such in the presented 
experiment. The rest of the observations and changes suggested in the text were also attended. The 
most recent changes were highlighted in yellow. We reiterate our thanks for your valuable support. 

 


