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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	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?


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript reports the butterfly count and variety to compare indexes for biodiversity between a mining affected region and a ‘normal’ region. They adopted popular methods from literature and tried to suggest for more conservative approaches to support biodiversity and sustainability. And yet, the current manuscript fails to deliver significant technical contribution, establish reliability and legitimacy of methods, and even suffers from grammatical and linguistic errors. I hope the authors find the following suggestions useful in improving the current manuscript.

1. The title is very limiting; it cannot imply an expected/suggested contribution of the study.

2. Some images of the plates are not geotagged – it weakens the legitimacy and reliability of the reported images.

3. How were the reported indexes such as the Fischer alpha, H index etc., calculated? 

4. The two geographical locations do not offer any transferable attributes that can help interpret the results over varying geographical conditions. Therefore, the results reported here are of very low value.

5. Conclusion is too long. Briefly write what the key highlights of your study are.

6. Also, Figures 2, 3: Such 3D graphs are not suitable for academic/ formal presentation.

7. In Plate images: Caption texts are not editable; also, scientific names are written in italics.
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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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Laishram Maria Devi, Assam Agricultural University, India

