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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.
	This manuscript has a significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses a critical gap in integrating advanced digital technologies with traditional sericulture practices. By systematically reviewing the
applications of AI, IoT, and drone technologies, it provides a roadmap for enhancing productivity, sustainability, and economic resilience in rural silk farming. The work not only highlights the technological innovations but also explores practical challenges such as cost, infrastructure, and technical literacy, offering actionable strategies for inclusive adoption. Its insights contribute directly to global efforts in climate-smart agriculture, precision farming, and sustainable textile production, making it highly relevant for researchers, policymakers, and industry
stakeholders.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, is clear and descriptive
	

	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 in its current form is quite comprehensive — it clearly outlines the context (sericulture’s importance and challenges), the solution (AI, IoT, drones, and ML applications), and the benefits and barriers (improved efficiency, sustainability, but high cost and literacy issues). It also briefly touches on the need for policy and
capacity building. But in my opinion it is short and could be slightly developed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the manuscript’s content, the work appears scientifically correct and well-supported by literature.
The manuscript consistently cites relevant studies, reports, and case examples to support claims (e.g., AI for disease detection, IoT for environmental monitoring, drone-assisted pest control). The descriptions of AI models, IoT sensor functions, and drone applications match standard practices in smart agriculture.
It does not overstate benefits; it acknowledges barriers (cost, infrastructure, literacy), which adds credibility. But I would point some minor potential improvements:
-While the manuscript cites technologies and case studies, it could be stronger with more quantitative data (e.g.,
“AI-based disease detection improved yield by X%” or “IoT monitoring reduced mortality by Y%”).
· Adding a brief comparison with other agricultural sectors (tea, cotton, or horticulture) where AI/IoT has been implemented could further validate applicability to sericulture.
· Ethical and environmental risks of large-scale drone or AI adoption (e.g., electronic waste, data privacy) are
briefly mentioned but could be expanded to show scientific thoroughness.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and supported by credible sources. The arguments are logically presented, technically correct, and relevant to current developments in smart agriculture. Minor improvements could strengthen the scientific rigor by incorporating more empirical data and comparative insights.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are largely sufficient and reasonably recent, covering sources from 2010–2024. They include both foundational works (e.g., Rahmathulla, 2012) and up-to-date studies (e.g., Li et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024; Qadir et al., 2023). This ensures a balance between classic baseline knowledge and current technological developments.
There are still some recommendations:
· The manuscript cites AI use in disease detection but could benefit from more recent papers on deep learning, computer vision, and edge AI applications for agriculture in 2023–2025.
· Since sustainability is a core theme, a couple of recent references on circular textile production and eco- certification in silk could strengthen the argument.
· Adding references from other crops (cotton, tea, or horticulture) would show parallels and feasibility for
sericulture.
	


	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, it is
	

	Optional/General comments
	I would have included a simpler structure, after Introduction chapter, Material and methods, Results and
discussion and Conclusions – which must me more developed, being too short in my opinion.
But still, I consider that the manuscript is well-structured, scientifically sound, and highly relevant. It integrates technology and sustainability perspectives in sericulture effectively, making it valuable for researchers, policymakers, and industry practitioners. The paper reads clearly, with logical progression from challenges to technological applications, case studies, and prospects. Some sections could be made more concise for better flow, particularly in the introduction. Figures (e.g., IoT system diagram, image-processing workflow) are appropriate. However, adding one comparative table summarizing AI, IoT, and drone applications (benefits, limitations, cost considerations) could enhance readability.
The manuscript addresses adoption barriers well but could briefly suggest implementation pathways (e.g., government-led pilot programs, cooperative-based technology hubs, or private-public partnerships).
I recommend its publication with Minor revisions.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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