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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 manuscript impacts on the presence of large number of different species of butterflies in the present study compared to earlier studies. This shows that there is increase in the species diversity in the study area which might be due to suitable environmental conditions. As butterflies are important pollinators it is important to study the species diversity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Title of the article is not suitable it can be changed to “Study of species diversity of butterflies in Rabo Dam, Raigarh District of Chhattisgarh State in India”.


	

	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.


	Abstract is comprehensive. In abstract mention 5 pm properly. The terminologies which are present in abstract should be mentioned as keywords. No keyword matches with the terminologies of abstract. The abstract should be started as “The study was conducted” not as we conducted. In abstract, grammatically correct the sentence   “A photographic documentation was completed, and compared the earlier studies and prepared the first specific checklist of butterflies for Raigarh as 58 species, with 17 new records for the districts Raigarh”. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes Manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

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

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


	Language used in the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. In introduction the sentence “After Chhattisgarh established as new state after Madhya Pradesh in 2000 the studies on butterflies documentation were started and after some joint reports with Madhya Pradesh Chandra (2006), Varshney (2006), Siddiqui and Singh (2004), Singh and Chandra (2002) the first checklist of state fauna of butterflies was published by  Chandra et al. (2007) including 113 species of butterflies from Chhattisgarh”  is confusing, change the sentence.
2. In introduction the sentences “However, a specific report on the butterfly fauna for Raigarh district has not yet been documented. Chandra et al. (2014), have documented only 16 species of butterflies from Raigarh district. This was updated with addition of 25 new records (Sisodia, 2019). Clarify these sentences.
3. In materials and methods correct the spelling of metaled to metalled.
4. In figure 2 and 3 correct the spelling of species. For Figure 3 write the legend properly. It indicates number of species but not percentage of species. In figure 2 and 3, retain any one figure.

5. Give proper spacing between the words.

6. In reference remove double bracket.
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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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