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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 nature of study design may be restricted to species listing by a number of years long field surveys. Nevertheless, the authors fail to detail the methodology in reference to survey protocols, sampling effort, site selection criteria and data validation procedures. The non-standardised and non-replicated sampling results in weakened reliability and replicability of the results. To enhance the scientific robustness of this biodiversity inventory, more robust and systematic tools are needed.
	

	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 gives a brief overview of the countrywide field survey, but could provide clearer context regarding the importance of this updated information in terms of biodiversity monitoring and conservation in the region, a short description of survey methods (including timeframe and sampling methodology) and a more explicit statement of the ecological or conservation relevance of these findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Promising as the butterfly literature manuscript was, it adds only 19 new butterfly records for Chhattisgarh state and hence its general contribution remains small when it comes to furthering our understanding of butterfly diversity status in this large region. Species reported are much common and widely known in other parts of India. The implications of those additions on broader ecological or conservation considerations are not made clear in the manuscript. The paper does not incorporate then-recent ecological understandings, and does not produce novel findings beyond updates of biotic inventories, which also constrain the novelty and significance of the paper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Recent citations are needed for both national and international studies for the species mentioned 
	

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


	The manuscript suffers from issues in organization, flow, and language quality. Sections are unevenly developed, with abrupt transitions and inconsistent formatting of scientific names and references. Some sentences are awkward or unclear, detracting from readability and scholarly presentation. The manuscript requires thorough language editing and better structural coherence to meet publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors should think about including comparative analyses of the updated butterfly checklist with those from nearby regions to highlight significant similarities or differences and improve the scientific context in order to strengthen the paper. Along with any range expansions, they should talk about the habitat preferences and distribution patterns of the recently discovered species in Chhattisgarh. Important ecological insights would be gained by assessing the conservation status of these species, particularly if any are rare or threatened, and addressing possible threats like habitat loss or climate change. The clarity and verification of the manuscript would be enhanced by the inclusion of visual aids like distribution maps for new records and high-quality photographs. Transparency and reproducibility would be improved by including a thorough methodological appendix detailing survey procedures, sampling efforts, and identification procedures.

                 Acknowledging study limitations and proposing future research directions can provide a valuable framework for ongoing monitoring efforts. Finally, linking the findings to broader biodiversity initiatives or conservation policies will demonstrate the checklist’s relevance for regional or national conservation strategies. Implementing these suggestions would add depth, rigor, and relevance, transforming the manuscript into a more comprehensive and impactful scientific contribution.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’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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