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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 (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.


	The paper misclassifies a previous identification of the species and reports a new occurrence for an Indian state. This provides a good opportunity to re-evaluate the taxonomy of Cyrtophora moluccensis and to help other researchers properly identify this species in the future. In its current form, the diagnosis is unclear (if you can't rewrite a diagnosis, cite a taxonomic paper that addressed this), and the approach used to reach the species identification is not considered taxonomically valid. As the study is based on a single female specimen, the epigyne should at least be carefully examined and illustrated to substantiate the authors’ conclusions.
	

	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, but it needs to be rewritten in proper English and with correct verb tense usage. The present tense should be used for results that are obtained and presented, while the past tense should be restricted to the methods. Remove the reference from the abstract and present it in the main text; the abstract should only summarize the problem addressed along the text and how it was resolved in the article.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but it needs major revision to be published.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. I would suggest rewriting the diagnosis based on strictly taxonomic studies of Cyrtophora or the subfamily Cyrtophorinae. The works of Yaginuma (1958), Levi (1968), and Framenau (2008) provide good examples of the taxonomic standards I am referring to.
	

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


	No, it needs to be corrected and partially rewritten. There are several grammatical errors and redundancies that should be revised throughout the text.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The morphological component of the study, particularly from a taxonomic perspective, requires further development. The statement “There is a lot of variation in the morphology, some are small and some are large in size” is vague and does not specify which characters actually differentiate the species within the genus. These differences likely refer to genital morphology rather than body size alone and should be described explicitly.

Regarding geographic coordinates, four decimal places are sufficient; additional digits imply centimetric precision, which is unnecessary for the objectives of this study. In the Results section, taxonomic classifications are presented twice. The taxon was already assigned to Araneidae earlier; if higher-level taxa are to be listed, they should be placed under the Taxonomy heading, with corrected spelling and proper authorship citations.

The diagnosis should not describe the methods used for identification, but rather indicate how Cyrtophora moluccensis is similar and can be distinguished from other species of Cyrtophora. High-quality photographs or drawings of the female epigyne are required to support this diagnosis.

Finally, Choudhury et al. (2024) in fact incorrectly identified the species. This misidentification must be clearly explained in the main text (not in the abstract), and at least a tentative assignment of the correct genus should be proposed.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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