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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The review is important because we need a comprehensive presentation of various aspects of a largely neglected natural control agent, the spiders .
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Yes
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The review needs more information to be included. While the sections are prepared on the right topics, the compilation is scanty. The topics are addressed superficially.  Some of the statements are made without valid reasoning or citation of the literature.
Most of the cited work is out-of-date and does not include current concepts or progress.
	

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

-
	The references are very old (some are more than 50 years old).  Some statements (18 numbers) need citations or references. At least 44 references cited in the text are missing under the bibliography (References); 11 references found in the References are not quoted in the text.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is inconsistent. Some statements are incomprehensible. Careful editing /rewriting is essential. The comments have to be addressed.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The review needs to be revamped.  The ideas/concepts/findings discussed under each section could be denser and more informative using the current literature available. 
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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)


	


	Reviewer Details:



	Name:
	N. Geetha

	Department, University & Country
	Indian Council of Agricultural Research-SBI ( Currently at Sugar Research Institute of Fiji), India


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

