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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 paper describes in great detail how the telson and poison glands of three biologically and taxonomically different species of scorpions are built using histology. 

Comparative microanatomical evidence like this helps us learn more about how structural organisation affects how scorpions make and deliver venom. It also gives us useful starting information for figuring out how changes in the shape of spider venom systems relate to changes in how they work and how they have evolved. 

These results can help future work in the fields of toxinology, evolutionary biology, and making new useful chemicals from scorpion venom.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Four is a good rating.

In addition to being understandable and informative, the title accurately conveys the primary subject of the research, which is the histological analysis of the telson of the scorpion and the venom glands that it contains. 
Not only does it clearly express the biological system that is being investigated, but it also effectively conveys the scientific approach (histological study).

On the other hand, it might be somewhat enhanced in terms of precision and voice that is more scientific. To make the title more conventional and explicitly descriptive for scientific indexing and readership clarity, the phrase "Architecture of Envenomation" should be replaced with more direct terminology such as "Histological Architecture of the Scorpion Telson and Its Venom Glands." The phrase "Architecture of Envenomation" is somewhat broad and metaphorical.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The abstract is clear and covers the aim, methods, main findings, and conclusion. However, it is slightly lengthy and could be made more concise for better clarity and impact.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
For the purpose of the study, the keywords are pertinent and helpful, and they accurately reflect the primary areas of concentration. 
On the other hand, they might be somewhat enhanced by including a few more particular phrases in order to increase the functionality of the search.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The background is well-structured and provides adequate context on scorpion telson anatomy and venom systems, though minor refinement in flow and conciseness would improve clarity.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The objectives are clearly implied and well aligned with the study design, but they could be stated more explicitly in a separate sentence.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The literature cited is relevant and supports the study well, including recent references, though a few more recent comparative histology studies could strengthen it further.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
The histological methods are well described, standardised, and fully appropriate for achieving the research objectives.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Ethical considerations and collection permissions are clearly mentioned and appropriately followed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The results are well structured with clear microscopic descriptions but could be improved with more concise presentation.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
Figures are relevant and support the findings, though additional labelling or clarity improvements would enhance interpretation
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
The discussion effectively integrates findings with previous studies and provides a strong comparative interpretation.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
The conclusions are well supported by the histological observations and comparative analysis.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement
Limitations are not clearly addressed and should be included for better scientific completeness.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
References are appropriate and fairly recent, but expanding coverage of recent scorpion histology studies would improve depth.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, with only minor grammatical and stylistic refinements needed for publication-level polish.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO,

The manuscript does not appear to have any significant ethical concerns. At the proper time, the paper refers to the collection authorisation obtained by the Maharashtra State Biodiversity Board. 
Additionally, it indicates that ethical rules for the handling and care of invertebrates were adhered to throughout the process of specimen collection, rearing, and histological processing.

	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The paper is a well-executed comparative histological analysis of scorpion telson and venom glands with solid technique and scientific importance. The comparative anatomical approach across three species from distinct families is novel and provides baseline data for spider histology and toxinology. Small changes are needed in conciseness, writing clarity, and study restrictions.

Clear microscopic recording and proper interpretations make the work methodologically solid and scientifically meaningful. The text might be improved by condensing the abstract and findings, defining aims, and adding a research limits section. This manuscript might be published with these modest changes.
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