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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 valuable baseline data on butterfly diversity from Kelo Dam Park, Raigarh district, an area where systematic lepidopteran documentation remains limited. Seasonal documentation of 53 species provides useful insights into phenological variation in a semi-urban and industrially influenced landscape. The study strengthens regional biodiversity inventories and complements recent checklist updates from Chhattisgarh. Such localized diversity assessments are important for long-term ecological monitoring and conservation planning, particularly in rapidly developing regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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 summarizes the objectives and major findings adequately; however, it requires refinement for clarity and scientific rigor.

Suggestions:

· Include a brief mention of sampling method (e.g., random walk surveys) and duration (one full annual cycle).

· Replace general statements such as “ecological recovery” with more measurable outcomes (e.g., increase in species richness from summer to post-monsoon).

· Avoid subjective phrasing such as “critical gap” unless quantitatively supported.

· Minor grammatical polishing is required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is conceptually sound and the field documentation appears systematic. However, several scientific and methodological aspects require strengthening:

Sampling Design:

· The “random walk” method is mentioned, but there is no description of transect length, sampling effort, replication, or frequency of visits.

· No information is provided on whether abundance counts or only presence–absence data were recorded.

Statistical Analysis:

· The manuscript lacks quantitative diversity indices (e.g., Shannon–Wiener, Simpson, Margalef).

· No statistical comparison between seasons is presented.

· The claim of “highest density” in post-monsoon is not supported by numerical abundance data.

Temporal Effort Clarification:

· The phrase “Data were collected annually” needs clarification - was it a single year or multiple years?

Interpretation Issues:

· Statements regarding “ecological elasticity” and “recovery” are interpretative and should be supported with ecological metrics.

· The absence of Lycaenidae and Hesperiidae in summer should be supported with ecological reasoning (e.g., host plant phenology, humidity dependency).

Discussion Section:

· Some comparisons with previous studies are descriptive but not analytical.

· Several ecological explanations appear generalized and would benefit from supporting literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes recent literature (up to 2025), which is commendable. However:

· Some references in the Introduction (e.g., environmental definitions and building design studies) are not directly relevant to butterfly ecology.

· Inclusion of classical Indian butterfly diversity studies and standard diversity index methodology references would strengthen the manuscript.

· Citations should be standardized (minor formatting inconsistencies observed).
	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. Issues include:
· Grammatical inconsistencies.

· Repetition of sentences in the Introduction.

· Incorrect verb agreement.

· Inconsistent tense usage.

· Minor typographical errors.

· Professional language polishing is strongly recommended before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Table 1 is detailed but would benefit from summary statistics (species richness per season).

· Consider adding a simple bar graph showing seasonal species richness.

· Clarify whether photographs or voucher specimens were maintained.

· Geographic coordinates are provided, but a location map would strengthen the manuscript.
The manuscript provides useful regional biodiversity data and has clear ecological relevance. However, lack of statistical analysis, limited methodological clarity, and language issues necessitate substantial revision before it can be considered for publication.
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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? 


	No apparent ethical issues are identified. The study involves non-invasive field observations of butterflies and does not indicate specimen collection or habitat manipulation.
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