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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.


	The study provided a checklist of scorpion species in a specific area in India, which may serve as a guideline for future research. It emphasized conservation and attention for those overlooked arachnids. It correctly identified species (based on figures of 4/7 species only) using their current taxonomic positions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I would suggest changing “M/S” to “Maharashtra” for readers unfamiliar with the abbreviation, which will also make future search of relevant papers based on keywords easier. And the same goes for the first sentence in the abstract.
	

	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.


	In my opinion, part of the abstract may be too redundant starting from “The survey highlights the importance…” See my general comments.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Presently, the global scorpion fauna comprises approximately 23 families
The current valid families (22) are listed below:

Family Buthidae C. L. Koch, 1837

Family Chaerilidae Pocock, 1893

Family Pseudochactidae Gromov, 1998

Family Bothriuridae Simon, 1880

Family Caraboctonidae Kraepelin, 1905

Family Superstitioniidae Stahnke, 1940

Family Akravidae Levy, 2007

Family Anuroctonidae Santibáñez-López, Ojanguren-Afﬁlastro, Graham & Sharma, 2023

Family Belisariidae Lourenço, 1998

Family Chactidae Pocock, 1893

Family Euscorpiidae Laurie, 1896

Family Scorpiopidae Kraepelin, 1905

Family Typhlochactidae Mitchell, 1971

Family Troglotayosicidae Lourenço, 1998

Family Hadruridae Stahnke, 1974

Family Iuridae Thorell, 1876

Family Diplocentridae Karsch, 1880

Family Heteroscorpionidae Kraeplin, 1905

Family Hemiscorpiidae Pocock, 1893

Family Hormuridae Laurie, 1896

Family Rugodentidae Bastawade, Sureshan & Radhakrishnan, 2005

Family Scorpionidae Latreille, 1802

Family Urodacidae Pocock, 1893

Family Vaejovidae Thorell, 1876

The authors may have included an invalid family, Ananteridae, which was established based on erroneous molecular results and without systematic analysis.

2. This taxon is represented by 18 genera across six families, namely Buthidae, Chaerilidae, Euscorpiidae, Scorpionidae, Hormuridae, and Vaejovidae
This is incorrect. Both Euscorpiidae (Native to Europe, Middle East, North Africa, and Americas) and Vaejovidae (native to Americas) are not found in India. This may have been based on outdated taxonomic positions of several India species. I see in the next line that this has been updated, so it is better to say “Historically, the scorpion fauna of India was represented by…”
3. Deccanometrus xanthopus was identified by semi-circular burrow openings, and population estimates were derived from burrow counts without excavation.

If this species was estimated by burrows only, there is a likelihood of misidentification, which should be noted.

4. while non-burrowing species (Isometrus rigidulus, Hottentotta pachyurus) were directly recorded
Unaltered stone rubble habitats also require preservation for Isometrus rigidulus
Currently classified as Reddyanus rigidulus (note that Reddyanus is no longer a subgenus of Isometrus).

5. Quantitative documentation of biodiversity is crucial…By providing baseline biological data, this research…

The authors stated the importance of quantitative documentation and what they aimed to provide. However, I see no quantitative data in the results or table. For example, in the section “Species Richness and Distribution Pattern”, there is no raw number of specimens for each species. Also, in the section “Habit and Habitat”, the author claimed “significant variation” in the frequency of encounter within different habitats, but there is no analysis of frequencies (or frequency data at all). Is this manuscript complete? The authors can opt to disclaiming quantitative methods.
6. Ecological Observations

This section is a bit brief and somewhat ambiguous. Scorpion emerge at night not only to hunt, but also to find mate if it is the mating season. There is no way to tell if a male scorpion is out for hunting or searching females if he is not carrying a prey. The “territorial behavior” is confusing. Many non-fossorial or non-crevice-dwelling species do not limit themselves to a specific shelter for an extended period. It is doubtful if scorpions have the sense of territory, but at least it cannot be simply told from their aggression against adversaries that may be conceived as predatory pressure (e.g., human interruption).

7. The apparent abundance of Deccanometrus xanthopus may be underestimated due to its fossorial behavior, which makes it difficult to detect.
This is (1) not supported by data, and (2) illogical. The “apparent abundance” would suggest overestimation. See also comments on the method used for detecting this species.

https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/abundance

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Provide references for the following sentences:

1. Previous studies in India have primarily focused on taxonomy or The actual diversity of scorpions in India remains to be fully explored, as evidenced by the increasing rate of species descriptions in recent years.
[You may cite a few new species descriptions in recent years; e.g., Isometrus, Scorpiops]

2. The scorpion fauna of the Indapur Tehsil region is vulnerable to habitat destruction, fragmentation, and degradation due to human activities such as agriculture, urbanization, and infrastructure development.

	

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


	Yes, I see no obvious grammatical mistakes (though I am not a native speaker) and the expressions are generally advanced.
	

	Optional/General comments


	“Field surveys were conducted during both day and night.  Ultraviolet light (Amici Vision 4w 21 LED UV Torch) was used for nocturnal surveys.”
I noticed an additional space between the two sentences.
“The species composition included Buthidae (Orthochirus bicolor, Hottentotta tamulus, H. rugiscutis, H. pachyurus, and Orthochirus bastawadei)”

Rephrasing suggested: “…(Hottentotta pachyurus,  H. rugiscutis, H. tamulus, Orthochirus bastawadei, and O. bicolor)”

Four genera recorded.

Only three: Hottentotta, Orthochirus, and Deccanometrus. Check the entire manuscript.

Figures.
Scorpion figures are distorted. I suggest cropping the original figures in squares rather than changing their ratios. The paper could largely benefit from a distribution map or sampling map.
General comments:

The authors considered their study to be “comprehensive” or “thorough”. This is not verifiable through the limited data provided, although it may have indeed cost much field investigation effort. Most reports and discussions are rather brief. The most serious problem is the lack of quantitative data despite the claim of using such methods. The authors emphasized scorpions’ vulnerability to habitat destruction but this is not supported or estimated. First, the authors have not provided information on the habitat destruction, whether by their own investigations or historic data. Second, it may be impossible to assess scorpion’s sensitivity to such threats if there is no comparison of population estimate between periods. Last, the authors invoked many general suggestions for scorpion conservation, but provided no underlying rationale supporting why this is important. Consequently, the expected power for this study to raise awareness may be low. For the same reason, I don’t think the relevant content in the abstract reflects the results of this study. Anyway, it can still be published as small survey on the composition of species within this target area.
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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)


	


Reviewer Details:

Victoria Tang, University of Cambridge, United Kingdom
