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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.

	The manuscript addresses the local biodiversity of the family Oxyopidae within the Western Ghats region of Maharashtra, India, which is a known biodiversity hotspot. By describing two putative new species (Hamadruas kvmensis sp. nov. and Oxyopes waiensis sp. nov.), the study potentially expands the geographic distribution and taxonomic records of these genera. Documenting micro-fauna within local ecosystems, such as college campuses, highlights the critical importance of regional surveys in understanding arachnid distribution patterns. However, the manuscript requires significant taxonomic, formatting, and conceptual revisions before it can be considered scientifically rigorous enough for publication.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement
	

	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


	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory 
	




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. The title accurately reflects the geographic scope and the taxonomic focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. 
The abstract summarizes the core findings, though it contains minor inconsistencies. It mentions providing "distribution maps" (plural), yet the maps are heavily focused on regional or generic locations without high-resolution coordinates for the specific new collection sites. Additionally, the diagnosis of the new species in the abstract should directly highlight the exact apomorphic features that separate them from their closest sister species rather than just listing general anatomy.
Moreover, the abstract should clearly reflect a flow in its format that is, BACKGROUND-METHODS-RESULTS-CONCLUSION,
Which is missing from the abstract, therefore, it should be addressed. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The manuscript suffers from several critical scientific and taxonomic errors that must be corrected:
1. The inclusion of the sentence “We studied spiders in the K.V.M. College campus.” Is inappropriate and should be omitted. 
2. To the end of the introduction, a research question or hypothesis should be included. 
3. Type Species Designation Error: In the taxonomy section for the genus Oxyopes, the authors state: "Type species: Oxyopes kohaensis Bodhke, 2012." This is a severe historical and scientific error. The genus Oxyopes was erected by Latreille in 1804. A species described in 2012 cannot be its type species. The correct type species for Oxyopes is Oxyopes heterophthalmus (Latreille, 1804). However, comments from the author will be good if they defend the same. 
4. Nomenclature and Typification Flaws: For Hamadruas kvmensis sp. nov., the authors designate both a female "Holotype" (Reg. No. AR/1825) and a male "Holotype" (Reg. No. AR/1825). A species description can only have one single Holotype specimen. If both sexes are described from different individuals, one must be designated as the Holotype (typically the female or male showing the best diagnostic features) and the other as a Paratype or Allotype. Furthermore, they cannot share the exact same registration number if they are distinct specimens. Further point of view of the author is necessary for defending his point of view if my views are incorrect.
5. Inconsistent Measurement Units and Presentation: In the male description of H. kvmensis, the leg measurements are presented crudely as ratios or un-annotated segments (e.g., "Leg I: 3/5/2/4/2"). This completely contrasts with the professional, detailed millimeter measurements provided for the female (e.g., "18.32 (5.26, 6.0, 5.2, 1.86)"). The male leg segments must be properly measured in millimeters and formatted to match the standard convention (Femur, Patella+Tibia, Metatarsus, Tarsus). Or vice versa. 
6. Scale Bar Inconsistencies: For Figures 26–28 (epigynum of Oxyopes waiensis), the caption reads "Scale lines: 4 mm (Figs.26-28)". An epigynum measuring 4 mm would be remarkably giant for a micro-arachnid. This appears to be a massive decimal error (likely meant to be 0.4 mm) and must be cross-verified and corrected (if there is an error).
7. Taxonomic Layout: The inclusion of Hamadruas keralensis and Hamadruas hieroglyphica directly inside the Results/Taxonomy workflow is highly confusing. If they are included for comparative diagnosis, they belong under a "Differential Diagnosis" subsection within the new species text, or within the Discussion section, rather than appearing as standalone main taxonomic entries that mimic primary descriptions.
8. The discussion part should be revisited and be linked to appropriate published literature. As the name “Discussion” indicated, it should be truly discussion, not just a text based on results only. 
9. the conclusion part of the article is too long, it should be revisited and unnecessary information should be omitted.
	

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

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

	YES. The references generally cover regional literature, but the citation formatting contains errors. For instance, in the literature review text, "Hamadruas rukminiae (1999)" and "Hamadruas keralensis (2022)" lack author names inside the parentheses. The complete author names must be appended (e.g., Gajbe, 1999; Sen, 2022) to adhere to standard scientific citation formats. 
Finally, the references should be strictly as per the guidelines of the journal.
	

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

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

	NO
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