Appendix S6. Morphological and genetic comparisons of the species within the Hemidactylus robustus species group members and with other Hemidactylus taxa occurring within their distribution ranges. 
Hemidactylus robustus can be distinguished from other members of the Hemidactylus robustus species group by the following genetic distances: from H. sp. 5 by 9.7 ± 0.4% in 12S and 15.9 ± 0.2% in cytb; from H. sp. 6 by 8.7 ± 0.7% in 12S and 14.2 ± 0.3% in cytb; from H. sp. 11 by 6.2 ± 0.5% in 12S and 14.1 ± 0.2% in cytb (for p distances from other Hemidactylus species from the Arabian radiation see Appendix S7). Moreover, H. robustus can be differentiated from the species above by the following combination of morphological characters: From H. sp. 5 by a higher number of lamellae under the 4th toe (9–12 vs. 8–9). From H. sp. 6 by its larger size (max. SVL 51.3 mm vs. 41.8 mm in females), generally larger head proportions (HL 10.5 ± 1.2 mm vs. 9.3 ± 1.1 mm; HW 8.0 ± 0.9 mm vs. 6.9 ± 0.9 mm; HD 4.6 ± 0.6 mm vs. 3.8 ± 0.5 mm). From H. sp. 11 by smaller head proportions (HL 10.5 ± 1.2 mm vs. 13.3 ± 1.7 mm; HW 8.0 ± 0.9 mm vs. 10.4 ± 1.4 mm; HD 4.6 ± 0.6 mm vs. 5.8 ± 0.6 mm), higher number of preanal pores in males (5–8 vs. 4–5), and lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–8 vs. 8) and 4th (8–12 vs. 11–12) toes.

As a result of the large distribution of H. robustus, we have divided the following comparisons according to geographic origin of the species (species present in more areas are listed only once). Arabian species: Hemidactylus robustus differs from H. flaviviridis, H. inexpectatus, H. lemurinus, H. leschenaultii, H. masirahensis, H. minutus, and H. paucituberculatus by the presence of well developed dorsal tubercles with at least the medial lines prominently keeled. From H. alkiyumii, H. hajarensis, H. luqueorum, H. yerburii yerburii, H. yerburii montanus by its smaller size with SVL not exceeding 55 mm. From H. endophis by the absence of femoral pores. From H. festivus and H. shihraensis by more stout habitus, head not so distinctly separated from body by slender neck, distinct colour pattern not composed of yellowish transverse bands (one on neck, three on body and one on anterior sacrum), and by absence of wide dark brown to black transverse bars on tail. From H. granosus by its shorter tail (40.9–48.7 mm vs. 53.0–64.8 mm) and higher number of preanal pores (5–8 vs. 4–7). From H. jumailiae by its different tail morphology (tail not swollen at the base in adults, tail whorls less developed), and in colour pattern not forming a mosaic of interconnected dark patches (see Busais & Joger 2011b, Fig. 4). From H. mindiae by a lower number of supralabials (8–11 vs.11–13), higher number of preanal pores in males (5–8 vs. 4–6), and different colour pattern on tail not consisting of dark bands being broader than the inserted white ones (see Amr, Modrý, Baker, Al Zaidanyen & Moravec 2007, Fig. 1; Baha el Din 2005). From H. saba by less developed tail whorls and lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–8 vs. 8–9) and 4th (8–12 vs. 11–12) toes. From H. sinaitus by the presence of enlarged tile-like subcaudals. From H. turcicus by less developed tail whorls and a higher proportion of animals with anterior postmentals at least in unilateral contact with 1st and 2nd infralabials (70 % vs. 12 %). From H. ulii by its larger size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 40.4 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 43.7 mm in females (Šmíd et al. 2013b)) and higher number of lamellae under the 4th toe (8–12 vs. 8–9). Iranian species: Hemidactylus robustus differs from H. persicus by its smaller size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 67 in males, 51.3 mm vs. 63.2 mm in females), and in having a lower number of preanal pores in males (5–8 vs. 8–11) (male data from Carranza & Arnold 2012). From H. romeshkanicus by its smaller size (max SVL 54.6 vs. 70.0 in males [single specimen known]), lower number of preanal pores in males (5–8 vs. 12), and lower number of supralabials (8–11 vs. 15) (Torki et al. 2011). African species: Hemidactylus robustus differs from H. albopunctatus, H. barbouri, H. curlei, H. fragilis, H. frenatus, H. funaiolii, H. isolepis, H. klauberi, H. laevis, H. laticaudatus, H. megalops, H. modestus, H. ophiolepis, H. ophiolepoides, and H. somalicus by the presence of enlarged dorsal body tubercles forming regular longitudinal rows and at least the medial lines being prominently keeled (Largen & Spawls 2010; Loveridge 1947). From H. arnoldi by the absence of round smooth enlarged scale on feet situated between the base of 1st and 5th toes. From H. barodanus by its smaller size (51.3 mm vs. 62.6 mm in females), different colour pattern in life formed by isolated dark blotches encompassing several tubercles (see Mazuch 2013, p. 51), and less developed tail whorls. From H. bavazzanoi, H. citernii, and H. puccionii by different colour pattern not consisting of wide (H. bavazzanoi) or narrow (H. citernii, H. puccionii) regular dark transverse bands on body dorsum (Lanza 1978). From H. foudaii by having uppermost nasals separated (in 78 % specimens vs. 0 %), lower number of preanal pores in males (5–8 vs. 9), and less developed and protuberant dorsal and particularly tail tubercles (see Baha El Din 2003, Fig. 3). From H. granchii by having the first supralabial in contact with nostril (vs. separated in H. granchii; see Šmíd, Mazuch & Sindaco 2014). From H. mabouia, H. mercatorius, H. platycephalus, and H. smithi by having larger oval and posteriorly prominent dorsal tubercles with central keel, at least in the vertebral line (vs. smooth, round and not prominent in the other species). From H. macropholis by its smaller size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 81.3 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 82.2 mm in females), lower number of preanal pores in males (5–8 vs. 6–13), and by having less developed and protuberant dorsal and tail tubercles (see Mazuch 2013, p. 76). From H. mrimaensis by its different body habitus, larger dorsal tubercles, and by not having pointy snout (see Malonza & Bauer 2014, Fig. 4). From H. ruspolii by the absence of femoral pores in males, less developed dorsal and tail tubercles, tail not swollen at the base, and by different colour pattern in life, formed by isolated longitudinal dark blotches encompassing several tubercles (see Largen & Spawls 2010, Fig. 203). From H. squamulatus by its larger size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 43.2 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 44.6 mm in females), presence of granular dorsal scales intermixed with enlarged, oval and posteriorly prominent dorsal tubercles with central keel, at least in the vertebral line (vs. imbricate and smooth dorsal scales), and by having the uppermost nasals separated (in 78 % specimens vs. 0 %). From H. taylori by its smaller size (max SVL 51.3 mm vs. 74.7 mm in females) and tail not swollen at the base. From H. tropidolepis by its different scalation; H. tropidolepis having large and strongly keeled overlapping scales of unequal size. From H. yerburii pauciporosus by its smaller size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 61 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 57.1 mm in females) and lower number of supralabials (8–11 vs. 11–12). Socotran Archipelago species: Hemidactylus robustus differs from H. dracaenacolus by its smaller size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 69.2 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 64.9 mm in females), the presence of posteriorly prominent dorsal tubercles with central keel, at least in the vertebral line and different colour pattern (longitudinal dark lines in H. dracaenacolus; see Razzetti et al. 2011, Fig. 6a). From H. forbesii by its much smaller size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 92.2 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 85.4 mm in females), lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–8 vs. 10) and 4th (8–12 vs. 14) toes, and the presence of posteriorly prominent dorsal tubercles with central keel, at least in the vertebral line. From H. granti by the presence of posteriorly prominent dorsal tubercles with central keel, at least in the vertebral line and by its smaller size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 60 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 70.1 mm in females). From H. homoeolepis by the presence of posteriorly prominent dorsal tubercles with central keel, at least in the vertebral line, and its larger size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 46.8 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 43.7 mm in females). From H. inintellectus by the arrangement of preanal pores forming a single series of 5–8 pores vs. two rows separated by 2–3 scales in H. inintellectus, different colour pattern forming small scattered spots (vs. more or less well defined transverse bands on trunk in H. inintellectus; see Sindaco, Ziliani, Razzetti, Carugati, Grieco, Pupin, … Fasola 2009, Fig. 3), strongly evident dark band across the eye, and the absence of wide dark and light bands on tail. From H. oxyrhinus by the presence of preanal pores in males (absent in H. oxyrhinus), and small granular scales among the dorsal enlarged tubercles (back with large tubercles only in H. oxyrhinus). From H. pumilio by the presence of posteriorly prominent dorsal tubercles with central keel, at least in the vertebral line, and its larger size (max SVL 54.6 mm vs. 26.4 mm in males, 51.3 mm vs. 30.1 mm in females).

Hemidactylus mandebensis sp. n. differs from other members of the H. robustus group genetically as follows: p distances from H. sp. 6: 6.1 ± 0.2% in 12S and 10.8 ± 0.2% in cytb; from H. sp. 11: 7.1 ± 0.3% in 12S and 15.4 ± 0.1% in cytb (for comparison with H. robustus see above, with other Hemidactylus species see Appendix S7). Hemidactylus mandebensis sp. n. can be differentiated morphologically by the following combination of characters: From H. sp. 6 by having anterior postmentals usually in contact with the 1st infralabial only (NMP6V 74836/2 unilaterally also with the 2nd) vs. in contact with the 1st and the 2nd in H. sp. 6 (unilaterally with the 1st infralabial only in NHM-BS N41905) and lower number of lamellae under the 4th toe (8–9 vs. 9–10). From H. sp. 11 by its smaller body size (max SVL 41.5 mm vs. 54.8 mm in males, 39.1 mm vs. 52.4 mm in females) and head proportions (HL 9.4 ± 1.0 mm vs. 13.3 ± 1.7 mm; HW 7.4 ± 1.0 mm vs. 10.4 ± 1.4 mm; HD 4.3 ± 0.6 vs. 5.8 ± 0.6 mm), by having anterior postmentals usually in contact with the 1st infralabial only vs. with the 1st and 2nd infralabials, higher number of preanal pores in males (6 vs. 4–5), and lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–6 vs. 8) and 4th (8–9 vs. 11–12) toes. It can be distinguished from other Hemidactylus species as follows: From H. flaviviridis by its smaller size (max. SVL 41.5 mm vs. up to 90 mm; Anderson 1999), the presence of enlarged dorsal tubercles, and the absence of femoral pores in males. From H. jumailiae by its smaller size (max. SVL 41.5 mm vs. 54.2 mm in males, 39.1 mm vs. 54.0 mm in females), lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–6 vs. 6–8) and 4th (8–9 vs. 9–12) toes, and by having at least slightly keeled dorsal tubercles in vertebral line (vs. smooth tubercles in H. jumailiae). From H. saba by its smaller size (max. SVL 41.5 mm vs. 58.3 mm in males, 39.1 mm vs. 59.1 mm in females), by having at least slightly keeled dorsal tubercles in vertebral line (vs. smooth tubercles in H. saba), and lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–6 vs. 8–9) and 4th (8–9 vs. 11–12) toe. From H. sinaitus by the presence of enlarged tile-like subcaudals. From H. ulii by having smaller caudal whorls not disrupting the tail outline from dorsal view, anterior postmentals in contact with the 1st infralabial only (NMP6V 74836/2 unilaterally also with the 2nd) vs. with the 1st and 2nd infralabials in 80 % specimens of H. ulii, and a lower number of preanal pores in males (6 vs. 8). From H. yerburii montanus by its smaller size (max. SVL 41.5 mm vs. 65.3 mm in males, 39.1 mm vs. 64.1 mm in females) and lower number of preanal pores in males (6 vs. 9–13). H. yerburii yerburii by its smaller size (max. SVL 41.5 mm vs. 74.9 mm in males, 39.1 mm vs. 62.1 mm in females) and lower number of preanal pores in males (6 vs. 10–18).

Hemidactylus adensis sp. n. can be distinguished from other H. robustus species group members on the basis of genetic differentiation. From H. robustus and H. mandebensis sp. n. as described above, p distances separating it from H. sp. 11: 5.6 ± 0.2% in 12S and 12.3 ± 0.2% in cytb (for p distances from other Hemidactylus species from the Arabian radiation see Appendix S7). Morphologically, H. adensis sp. n. differs from H. sp. 11 by its smaller body and head proportions (SVL 34.0 ± 5.5 mm vs. 51.3 ± 4.4 mm; HL 9.3 ± 1.1 mm vs. 13.3 ± 1.7 mm; HW 6.9 ± 0.9 mm vs. 10.4 ± 1.4 mm; HD 3.8 ± 0.5 mm vs. 5.8 ± 0.6 mm), high number of preanal pores in males (6–7 vs. 4–5), and lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–6 vs. 8) and 4th (9–10 vs. 11–12) toes. Hemidactylus adensis sp. n. differs from other Hemidactylus species from south-western Yemen as follows: From H. flaviviridis by its smaller size (max. SVL 41.8 mm vs. up to 90 mm; Anderson 1999), presence of enlarged dorsal tubercles, and absence of femoral pores in males. From H. jumailiae by its smaller size (max. SVL 37.9 mm vs. 54.2 mm in males, 41.8 mm vs. 54.0 mm in females), tail base not swollen, and by its different colour pattern not composed by wide dark transverse dorsal bands. From H. saba by its smaller size (max. SVL 37.9 mm vs. 58.3 mm in males, 41.8 mm vs. 59.1 mm in females), less developed tail whorls (only two with at least 6 tubercles vs. at least 6), and lower number of lamellae under the 1st (5–6 vs. 8–9) and 4th (9–10 vs. 11–12) toes. From H. sinaitus by the presence of enlarged tile-like subcaudals and by having uppermost nasals invariably separated by an inserted scale (vs. in contact in H. sinaitus). From H. ulii by having smaller and less whorls on tail which do not disturb the tail outline from above, lower number of preanal pores in males (6–7 vs. 8), and by having unkeeled and not distinctly posteriorly protruding dorsal tubercles. From H. yerburii montanus by its smaller size (max. SVL 37.9 mm vs. 65.3 mm in males, 41.8 mm vs. 64.1 mm in females), by having unkeeled and less prominent dorsal tubercles, and lower number of preanal pores in males (6–7 vs. 9–13). From H. yerburii yerburii by its smaller size (max. SVL 37.9 mm vs. 74.9 mm in males, 41.8 mm vs. 62.1 mm in females), by having almost smooth dorsal tubercles without prominent keels, and lower number of preanal pores in males (6–7 vs. 10–18).

Hemidactylus awashensis sp. n. can be distinguished from other members of the H. robustus group as described above, from other congeners distributed in central Ethiopia (Largen & Spawls 2010) on the basis of genetic differentiation (for p distances see above and Appendix S7) and by the following combination of morphological characters: From H. albopunctatus, H. curlei, H. flaviviridis, H. isolepis, H. jubensis, H. laevis, H. laticaudatus (including H. fossatii), H. ophiolepis, H. ophiolepoides, H. platycephalus, H. puccionii, H. squamulatus, H. somalicus, H. tropidolepis by large, keeled and posteriorly pointed dorsal subtrihedral tubercles. From H. angulatus by the absence of femoral pores in males and by having dorsal tubercles arranged in regular rows (not so in H. angulatus). From H. arnoldi by the absence of round enlarged scale on the base of the 1st and 5th toe surrounded by small granular scales (Lanza, 1978). From H. barodanus by its smaller size (max. SVL in females 52.4 mm vs. 62.6 mm), prominently pointed and distinctly keeled dorsal tubercles (vs. flat and almost smooth in H. barodanus), and by different colour pattern (see Mazuch 2013, p. 51). From H. bavazzanoi by a very distinct colour pattern characterized by dark banding in H. bavazzanoi, larger size (max. SVL 54.8 mm vs. 40 mm in males), lower number of preanal pores in males (4–5 vs. 7), and higher number of lamellae under the 1st (8 vs. 6) and 4th (11–12 vs. 10) toes (Lanza 1978). From H. macropholis by its smaller size (max. SVL 54.8 mm vs. 95 mm in males, 52.4 mm vs. 89 mm in females), lower number of preanal pores in males (4–5 vs. 6–13; Lanza 1978), anterior postmentals usually in contact with 2nd infralabial (vs. with only 1st in H. macropholis), distinct dark stripe from nostril to ear opening, and by general difference in coloration (greyish vs. reddish in life). From H. ruspolii by the absence of femoral pores in males, higher number of lamellae under the 1st (8 vs. 5–6) and 4th (11–12 vs. 8–9) toes, and by lacking the overall prickly appearance caused by the numerous pointy tubercles particularly in temporal region and on tail base. From H. sinaitus by the presence of enlarged tile-like subcaudals, higher number of lamellae under the 1st (8 vs. 4–7) and 4th (11–12 vs. 9–11) toes, and by having uppermost nasals separated by an inserted scale. From H. smithi by the absence of femoral pores, lower number of infralabials (6–8 vs. 9), large keeled tubercles (vs. small smooth in H. smithi), and by different colour pattern (dark longitudinal stripes on body in H. smithi). From H. yerburii pauciporosus by higher number of lamellae under the 1st toe (8 vs. 5–7).
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