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	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.


	Importance of the Manuscript for the Scientific Community: This mini-review has accomplished a very detailed and extensive synthesis of the information already existing on Pebrine disease that is caused by Nosema bombycis and other microsporidians which infect the mulberry silkworm Bombyx mori L. The review also aggregates the findings on the pathogen structure, the ways of transmission, the symptoms, the host range, the susceptibility of breeds, and the management of the disease that are the very activities that are necessary for the researchers, sericulturists, and policy-makers. With the heavy economic losses this disease is the main reason for in the sericulture industry in mind, especially in countries like India, this article is of practical significance and is in accordance with the future disease control strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is apt and unambiguously indicative of the review's content. (No change required)


	

	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 is quite informative and highlights the essential elements of Pebrine disease. However, the abstract could be made more concise by including the main topics that the review deals with like cross-infectivity, alternate hosts, and disease management strategies briefly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the paper is scientifically strong and technically accurate. The paper contains well-organized information that is consistent.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are mostly sufficient and cover essential studies up to 2021.
Suggestion: The inclusion of more recent findings (post-2021) if available would further strengthen the literature base.
	

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


	Generally suitable, but minor language improvements can make the manuscript clearer. Suggestion: The paper would be improved with a language review focussing on the correction of grammatical problems such as subject-verb agreement, punctuation, and sentence clarity. 


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are organized well and full of information.

· The Figures are in line with the text and illustrate the relationships clearly, but a better resolution and labeling would make them more effective.

· There is a bit of repetition (e.g., "Microsporidian disease remained a threat...")
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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