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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.


	            This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses a critical gap in the rapid and accurate detection of *Nosema bombycis*, the causative agent of pebrine, which threatens global sericulture. By detailing the development and diagnostic potential of nucleic acid-based lateral flow assays (NALFAs), it provides valuable insights into a novel, field-deployable technology that overcomes the limitations of traditional methods. The review not only highlights the current advancements but also points toward future improvements, such as multiplexing and microfluidic integration, which could revolutionize silkworm disease management. Overall, this work contributes to strengthening sericulture sustainability and offers a foundation for further innovation in pathogen diagnostics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, overall it’s suitable as it clearly conveys:
· The topic (pebrine detection)

· The context (sericulture)

· The method or focus (nucleic acid lateral flow assay strips)

It’s clear, specific, and informative.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of the article is clear and comprehensive.

It has clear background with a good problem statement mainly focusing on NALFAs,  suggesting improvements like microfluidics and multiplexing  to improve sericulture sustainability.

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes — the manuscript is scientifically correct.
With minor polishing (consistent terminology, clarified claims, slight nuance in performance limits), it’s a solid review article that should be well-received.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There’s not much from 2022–2025 except for Ghosh et al., 2023. Recent reviews or cutting-edge studies from the past 2–3 years could strengthen the currency. Consider searching for:

1. Reviews or papers on CRISPR-based diagnostics or next-gen LAMP improvements (2022–2024)

2. Any recent systematic reviews on pebrine/Nosema diagnostics or lateral flow assays

Suggestion:
Add 2–3 very recent (2022–2025) references, ideally


	

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


	Your English is good enough for submission but would benefit from professional polishing or proofreading before journal submission
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