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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 (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 paper is scientifically valuable, as it contributes—according to the bibliographic references—to the accumulation of faunistic knowledge in a less-studied area. Some details regarding the methodology still need to be completed; however, overall, in addition to the species checklist, the paper also provides ecological analyses of species distribution by habitat type. The results could further be enhanced with data on species activity in relation to the two mentioned seasons.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is correct and well chosen to reflect the content of the scientific paper.
	

	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 the abstract, the phrase “different areas of the BJM” is unclear; therefore, I recommend making it more specific. Readers unfamiliar with the region cannot form a clear idea of the size of the investigated area, let alone the types of habitats present within it. 

I also believe it is important to specify the number of sampling points or days. The mention “for six months” does not make it clear whether the observations were carried out monthly, weekly, or daily. 

It should be added that PAST software was used for calculating the ecological indices.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is scientifically sound; however, there are numerous gaps regarding the methodology, as well as significant errors that need to be addressed. Please refer to the comments section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A revision of the bibliography is necessary, ensuring consistency between the references listed and the citations in the text. It is also recommended to add more recent references, particularly regarding the role and ecology of spiders and the statements made in the introduction. The most recent bibliographic entry is from 2020; however, since this is a faunistic study that relied on guides and identification keys, this aspect is understandable.
	

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


	From a linguistic perspective, the text is correct, clear, and written in an appropriate style.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Check the journal’s required format and adjust the text accordingly. Remove any extra spaces between words or paragraphs.
A number of 52,227 identified species is mentioned according to the World Spider Catalogue, 2023. This value is dynamic, depending on the date the database was consulted; therefore, it is necessary to indicate in the text the exact calendar date on which the database was accessed.
The number of authors that could be referenced regarding the ecological importance of spiders is much greater than the two authors cited in the introduction.

The coordinates 8° 99' N, 76° 53' E are incorrect, as the number of minutes cannot be 99. Also, the point 9° 4' N, 76° 29' E is located in the sea. From the two points, it appears that the observations were carried out at two locations within the BJM Government College Campus. Or what exactly do these two points represent? Are they the central points of the two areas where the observations were conducted? What is the surface area covered by the observations?
The sentence “The present work was conducted comprising regular visits carried out randomly in morning and evening sessions” should be included in the first sentence of the subsection in order to avoid repetition.
A map should be included showing the four study sites (Plate 1, mentioned in section 2.2 Study Period, is missing).

Is it possible to provide an approximation of the number of plots within each site?

“For analysing the alpha diversity of the three zones”; aren’t there four zones?

Table 2 should be moved to section 3.3.
The manuscript states: “During the survey and collection of spiders, the microhabitats they used were noted; detailed observations for each collected spider are provided in Table 3.” However, Table 3 is missing from the manuscript.

Figure 3 is stretched horizontally, has very low resolution, and the word “weavers” is cut off. Please revise and replace the figure.
Section breaks should be removed from Table 1, and the text formatting should be revised. Specifically: tabs should be replaced with spaces (e.g., “Cyclosa bifida”), line breaks within cells should be corrected (e.g., “Tibellus ,”), extra spaces between parentheses and text should be removed (e.g., “(Patel”), and inconsistent shading color should be fixed (e.g., “(Pocock, 1900)”).

In the abstract it is stated that 286 individuals belonging to 40 species were found. However, when summing up the data from the four habitat types in Table 2, the result is 41 species and 97 individuals. Where does this discrepancy come from?

In the discussion, reference is made to species abundance and richness in comparison between the dry and wet seasons. However, the results section does not present data divided by these two seasons. Could such a comparison also be included in the results?

For Caleb et al., works from 2017, 2020, and 2017 are cited, while in the bibliography there are two works listed (2020 and 2016), and also they are not in chronological order. This error should be reviewed and corrected.
The references 

- “Sudhikumar, A. V., Mathew, M. J., Sunish, E., Murugesan, S., and Sebastian, P. A. (2005) Preliminary studies on the spider fauna in Mannavan shola forest, Kerala, India (Araneae). European Arachnology Supplement, 1, 319-327.” 

-„ Uetz, G.W., J. Halaj & A.B. Cady (1999). Guild Structure of spiders in major crops. Journal of Arachnology 27: 270–280„ 

appears in the bibliography but is not cited in the text. This inconsistency should be corrected either by citing it in the manuscript or removing it from the reference list.
he formatting of the bibliography entry for Tikader should be corrected. Currently, the words are concatenated (“genusMiagrammopesCambridge (Uloboridae).Journal”), so they need to be separated properly. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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