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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.


	This review addresses an important niche at the intersection between insect microbiology and sustainable agriculture. Bombyx mori is the primary species used in sericulture, as I have also studied most of them during my dissertation before, so strategies that improve its health and productivity have significant economic and scientific impact. By focusing on probiotic supplementation, this manuscript brings together concepts of insect gut microbiota and biofortification of feeds, which are timely topics given the increasing interest in microbiome-driven approaches in agriculture. The review’s synthesis of current research could be valuable to entomologists, microbiologists, and agricultural scientists interested in eco-friendly improvements to silkworm rearing.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	For me, the title is clear, descriptive, and appropriate, accurately reflecting the review’s content. 
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It provides relevant background, summarizes key findings (e.g. enhanced enzyme activity, silk gland proteins, disease resistance), and mentions challenges (strain- and dose-dependence, lack of protocols). The language is clear and concise, and it appropriately highlights both recent advances and knowledge gaps. One minor suggestion is to ensure the abstract stays within any word-limit for the journal; currently it is detailed but not overly long. Overall, no major additions seem needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, and well-researched as I’ve reviewed. The claims are well-supported by current literature. If it’s okay to suggest, the review mostly highlights positive outcomes, so including any conflicting findings—like the lack of a stable core microbiota in silkworms or complex microbe-virus interactions—would make the discussion more balanced. Overall, the content is accurate and informative.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and includes many relevant sources through 2024. This is commendable.
	

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


	The English is clear, scholarly, and mostly free of errors. The tone is appropriate for an academic review. The text generally reads well, though a few sentences are long and could be broken into shorter sentences for readability. For example, the introduction has some lengthy compound sentences – these could be simplified. I did not notice any problematic grammar or usage. Technical terms (e.g. genus names like Lactobacillus) are used correctly. Overall, no major language edits are needed beyond minor copyediting for flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a well-written, timely review. It is thorough in covering probiotic mechanisms, silkworm gut ecology, and experimental findings on supplementation. The tables are informative and helps organize information. But, while the flow is logical, some readers might appreciate clearer sub-headings within very long sections to improve navigation. Finally, it may help to explicitly define some of the probiotic strains or products (e.g. “Normagut”) when first mentioned, for clarity. Despite these small points, the manuscript makes a valuable contribution by synthesizing current knowledge on silkworm probiotics.
The manuscript is largely sound and informative, but should incorporate a few recent references and consider minor structural edits. After those revisions, it should be acceptable for publication.
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