
	Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_5703

	Title of the Manuscript:
	A New Occurrence of Ditremaster (Irregular Echinoid) from the Eocene Kapurdi Formation, Barmer Basin, Western Rajasthan, India

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article





	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.
	This manuscript is important because it reports the first occurrence of the echinoid genus Ditremaster from the Early Eocene Kapurdi Formation in the Barmer Basin, extending the known geographic and stratigraphic range of this taxon in India. It provides new fossil evidence from a Fuller’s Earth horizon that was previously not known to yield echinoids, thereby improving understanding of the palaeobiodiversity of western India during the Eocene. The detailed description of morphology, stratigraphic position, and associated fauna helps in reconstructing the depositional environment as a low- energy, shallow marine setting with soft substrate. These data are useful for future regional and global comparisons of Eocene echinoid assemblages and for refining palaeobiogeographic models of the
Indian margin.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the current title is clear and largely suitable, as it correctly states the main taxon (Ditremaster), age (Eocene), formation (Kapurdi), and region (Barmer Basin, western Rajasthan, India).
	




	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.
	Yes
The abstract is clear and focused on the main finding, but it is not fully comprehensive as a stand‑alone summary of the paper.
Add some short sentence like these for better understanding: 1. Thirty‑eight specimens from the Fuller’s Earth horizons at Kapurdi and Bhadka were measured and described in detail.
2. These fossils indicate a low‑energy, shallow‑marine setting with soft clayey substrate in the Early Eocene Kapurdi Formation.
3. The new record helps to refine the Eocene echinoid diversity of western India and improves understanding of spatangoid dispersal along the Indian margin.
4. Author may slightly shorten the first long sentence by splitting it into two for better readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears broadly scientifically correct in its main claims, taxonomy, and palaeoenvironmental interpretation, and it is well grounded in the existing Indian echinoid literature.
However, for stronger scientific robustness, the authors could:
1. Provide a brief differential diagnosis comparing their material more explicitly with similar spatangoid genera recorded from India to rule out potential confusion.
2. Clarify the exact number of well‑preserved versus fragmentary specimens used for the systematic description, and specify whether all are confidently assigned to Ditremaster.
3. Expand the discussion on possible alternative palaeoenvironmental interpretations and any uncertainties in the Kapurdi age model, even if they ultimately favour the
Early Eocene shallow‑marine setting.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional
references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	




	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The overall English is understandable and the scientific message is clear, but the language is not yet fully suitable.
1. There are several minor issues with grammar, word choice, punctuation, and repetition.
2. Duplicated phrases like “solely marine invertebrate organisms, primarily bottom dwellers” and inconsistent use of tenses and hyphenation
3. Some sentences are overly long and could be split for clarity, and a few technical terms or locality names show inconsistent spelling (e.g., “Kapurdi/Kapuradi”,
“Bhadka/Bhadhka”).
4. A light professional language edit focusing on sentence structure, consistency of terms, punctuation, and removal of redundancies would bring the manuscript up to standard for
international journals.
	

	Optional/General comments
	To further improve the paper, the authors could (i) tighten the introduction by reducing general biogeographic background and focusing more on the Barmer Basin and echinoid record, (ii) expand the comparative taxonomy and differential diagnosis, and (iii) standardize terminology, locality names, and stratigraphic wording
throughout the text.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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