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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 provides essential data on spider diversity in a little-studied environment: Indian university campuses. It sheds light on semi-natural institutional habitats and their conservation potential. It thus constitutes a useful basis for future research and ecological monitoring.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title proposed by the author is appropriate because it clearly indicates the subject of the study (spider diversity), specifies the type of study (ecological assessment) and also mentions the study area (an educational landscape in Sangola).
	

	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.

	Overall, the summary is well written, well structured and includes all the sections that should be in a summary, such as: context, objective, methodology used, results obtained and a brief conclusion.
However, the methodology section could be improved by briefly indicating the sampling or observation methods used.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and based on consistent field observations, a clearly described methodology, and a reasonable interpretation of the results. The ecological foundations are solid, particularly with regard to the role of spiders in ecosystems and the value of semi-natural habitats on campuses.
However, to improve the scientific quality of the manuscript, it would be useful to review certain points:
Introduction: it is well documented, but could be slightly revised to better link the existing literature to the specific objectives of the study.
Discussion: it correctly interprets the data, but could further compare the results with other similar studies in India or in comparable environments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references used in the manuscript are relevant and cover fundamental sources in arachnology, such as reference works and several regional studies on spider diversity. However, the bibliography could be strengthened as it is outdated. The sources used in this manuscript are more than ten years old and contain few recent works. The most recent document dates from 2018, whereas we are now in 2025.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The quality of the English in the manuscript is satisfactory and allows for a clear understanding of the study's objectives, methodology and conclusions. The text is coherent, well structured and does not present any major difficulties in terms of comprehension.



	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript entitled ‘Ecological assessment of spider diversity in an educational landscape: a case study from Sangola’ makes an interesting contribution to the study of spider biodiversity in a little-explored environment, the university campus in India. The approach adopted is relevant and highlights the ecological value of semi-natural landscapes associated with educational establishments. The methodology is clear and the results provide a useful basis for future work on arthropod fauna in anthropised environments. However, some improvements could be made to enhance the scientific rigour and impact of the manuscript. To do so, the author could:
- Specify the sampling and observation methods in the methodology section of the abstract.
              - Create a link between the existing literature and the study objectives in the introduction.
- Review the rewording and years of the sources in these sentences, as it is not coherent: “Globally, approximately 44,906 spider species have been described (Bhattacharya et al., 2017), though recent estimates suggest around 42,055 species across 3,821 genera and 110 families (Platnick, 2014). India, recognized as a megadiverse country, hosts rich arachnid fauna with about 1,686 species (Bhattacharya et al., 2017), though other sources report 1,520 species across 377 genera and 60 families (Majumdar &Tikader, 1991).”
- Update the bibliographical references used;
- Compare the results obtained with the results of other similar studies in comparable environments in terms of discussion.

	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

No
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