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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.


	This short paper presents the first record of a tent web spider, Cyrtophora moluccernsis from Chhattisgarh State of India.
	

	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.


	The abstract is too detailed, and it should be more concise. The author can summarize the research with two or three sentences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 Partially yes.
See the comment below.
	

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

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


	No
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript has several serious issues that need to be corrected or revised.

Abstract

The abstract is overly redundant and should be shortened to two or three concise sentences. For example, the sentence “This spider belongs to the family Araneidae” can be replaced by “Cyrtophora moluccensis Doleschall, 1857 (Araneidae).” In addition, it is highly unusual to include citations in the abstract, and these should be removed.

Cyrtarachne inaequalis

The author reidentifies the previous record of Cyrtarachne inaequalis as Cyrtophora moluccensis. However, it is unclear whether this conclusion is based on a re-examination of the voucher specimen reported in the previous study or solely on photographs published in the literature. Please clarify the basis of this reidentification and provide relevant details.

Figures

Too many photographs of the spider habitus are included. Two or three images are sufficient to illustrate the general appearance.

Genital morphology

The manuscript provides only photographs of the general appearance of the spider. However, genital morphology is the most important character for species identification in araneid spiders. I strongly recommend that photographs (or illustrations) of the genitalia be provided. In contrast, the figure showing the eye arrangement should be omitted, as it is not informative for species identification.

Description

In taxonomic papers, descriptions should be written in a telegraphic style, omitting verbs. The current description does not follow this convention and should be revised accordingly.

Diagnosis

The current diagnosis is inadequate. A diagnosis should clearly state how the species can be distinguished from closely related or similar species, using diagnostic morphological characters.
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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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