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	1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s feedback 

	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	The manuscript attempts to compare the faunal diversity of two caves during and after the pandemic, but the way in which the work is approached is not indicated and does not achieve an important manuscript for the scientific community.

Might be more appropriate, because the approach of comparing two periods, including the pandemic and the human presence, cannot be clearly established.

The abstract is not clear, and the methods of data collection and analysis are not clear or adequate.

The manuscript is poorly structured, the problem statement or rationale is not clear, the methods are poor and there is no analysis of results.

The manuscript is generally written in an unclear and ambiguous manner, claims are made without or with little evidence, there is no good approach, no hypotheses, with methods that cannot be replicated and a poor discussion.

No, the references are inappropriate or not up to date, and they are not used in the discussion to improve it.

The manuscript needs to be restructured, it does not make a good statement of the problem, it needs to make hypotheses and predictions, considering that the purpose is to capture the diversity of the fauna. The methods are unclear, imprecise and there is no statistical analysis or even diversity indices to aid interpretation. There is no real discussion. My suggestion is that the authors should select only one faunal group to make the comparison between sites, but that they should be more specific about the methods used. Furthermore, a more detailed, critical and well-founded discussion is essential in a manuscript submitted for publication.


	

	Minor REVISION comments


	Is necessary improve tables and figures (photos and graphics).
	

	Optional comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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