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	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 manuscript contributes relevant faunistic and biogeographical information by documenting new distributional records of two Theridiidae spider species in Chhattisgarh State, India. Regional inventories such as this are essential for filling gaps in biodiversity knowledge, especially in underexplored areas of central India. The study expands the known range of Coleosoma blandum and Euryopis episinoides and provides baseline data that may support future ecological, taxonomic, and conservation-oriented research. Therefore, the manuscript has scientific value despite its primarily descriptive nature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript. No changes are required.
	

	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 generally informative but overly repetitive and excessively long. Several sentences restate the same idea regarding the importance of spider fauna and regional knowledge gaps. The abstract should be revised to improve conciseness and organization, clearly stating: (i) the objective of the study, (ii) the methods used, (iii) the main findings (new records), and (iv) a brief conclusion. Reducing redundancy will significantly enhance readability and scientific clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its objective, taxonomic focus, and overall approach. The identification of specimens based on morphological characters and comparison with published literature is appropriate for a distributional study. However, some methodological details require clarification, such as sampling effort, collection period, and justification for species identification (e.g., key diagnostic characters or reference keys used). The Results and Discussion section could be better integrated, with clearer separation between descriptive taxonomy and biogeographical interpretation.
	

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

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


	The English language quality is understandable but requires substantial revision. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, repetition, and issues with scientific style. A thorough language revision by a proficient English speaker or professional editing service is strongly recommended to improve clarity and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study involves field collection of invertebrates and does not raise ethical concerns.
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