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Review Form 3

PART 1: 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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

This manuscript advances spider species identification by integrating morphological and genetic analysis, contributing
to better taxonomic clarity.

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

The title, "Morphogenotyping of Spider C. bifida from Odisha, India," is justified as the abstract discusses the
morphogenotyping of the spider species C. bifida, specifically focusing on its morphological and genetic
characteristics.

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.

Lack of Specific Methodology:

e The abstract does not mention specific techniques or methods used for morphogenotyping (e.g., DNA
sequencing methods, markers). This could be improved to better align with the scientific aspect of the title.

Sufficient Background but Needs Methodology:

¢ While the background on the challenges of spider identification based on morphology is relevant, the lack of
detail on the methods and results in the abstract makes it hard to fully assess the study's contribution to
morphogenotyping.

Adding more specific results or findings would provide stronger justification for the title.

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please
write here.

The data is scientifically correct

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

Incorporate recent references, ensuring they are formatted in a consistent referencing style.

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

That's acceptable

Optional/General comments

U Ensure that et al. is italicized consistently throughout the manuscript references.
0 References must be written in a uniform and standard format.
0 Incorporate more recent studies into the discussion section of the manuscript before submission for publication.

PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment

IAuthor’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)
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