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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This work complies its aim, as it reports the Scorpion fauna in the North-east India, an area with poor knowledge in this taxon. 
It does report the number of species present in the area and gives a firs approach to further research on this topic. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is suitable
	

	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 is helpful to understand the aim of the work, probably the last part of the abstract is not as helpful and is almost equal to the ideas expressed in the Discussion section
As the abstract should be short and succinct, the names of the genera on each species are not really needed. So, my advice is to change it.
	.

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The species referred are congruent with what should be expected in the area. So, it appears to be correct. 
The authors mention on its methodology five quadrants, randomly put in the area (but the coordinates to theses quadrants are never mentioned) and counts of burrows and species, but this are also never reported in the text. 
The manuscript needs to report the number of specimens found on the field, either by direct observations or by the burrow openings (this opens further discussions on if it is overestimated the number of Deccanometrus found in this study). Additionally, there are four genera reported, but there are only listed three genera.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references are suitable for the work, but other appear to lack the full information to the article. Additionally, at least one reference needs to be uptadated (Rein, 2023)
This work, although good, needs a comprehensive revision of the references and the format of each. 
Several references seems to lack the complete information and in particular (Rein, 2023) needs to be updated, as it is a database that is updated continuously.
	

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


	The language is correct and most of the text is easy to understand.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Although this article is a good contributions, it needs a major revision, due to the lack of a comprehensive explanation of the results obtained and the reference section appear to be incomplete on several documents referenced.

PLEASE SEE ATTACHMENT
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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