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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 paper provides a comprehensive conceptual overview of sericulture in the Northeast, a region of significant cultural and ecological importance but one that has received little academic attention. This study presents a conceptual framework for feasibility that integrates agro-ecological, socio-economic and institutional (policy) perspectives in an integrated manner. As such, this paper can serve as a starting point for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners who wish to develop policy pathways for sericulture to support sustainable livelihoods. In  addition, the clear research agenda contributes practically to broader research directions on agroforestry, rural development, and future climate adaptation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is quite descriptive and fits the content. However, to make it more academically appealing, the following alternatives could be considered:
•    Sericulture in North-East India: Feasibility Analysis, Challenges and Policy Directions
•    The  Future  of  Sericulture  in  North-East  India:  A  Conceptual  Synthesis/Insights and  Policy  Direction
Recommendations
	

	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 comprehensive, covering the background, scope, main findings, and policy implications. However, the abstract could be more concise for clarity by highlighting the main contribution of the manuscript compared to previous studies. I suggest: Simplifying technical details (e.g., rainfall levels, specific mulberry production declines) to focus on key findings. Adding a closing sentence emphasizing the scientific contribution to the literature would strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, this paper is accurate and consistent in terms of scientific validity. The arguments are coherent and the literature references used are relevant, and the analysis is presented with a clear conceptual framework. Claims regarding production trends, the synthesis of ecological dimensions, social factors, and policy recommendations are supported by adequate literature. However, some empirical data is still limited, and the authors themselves acknowledge research gaps that reinforce of their claims.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are relatively recent/up-to-date (up to 2025) and include government reports, journal articles, effectively peer-reviewed studies and institutional sources. However, the following could be added: International studies on the impact of climate change on global sericulture on sericulture literature or the silk value chain (e.g. in China or Thailand) for comparison, which would provide a broader global perspective.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication, but the manuscript would benefit from professional language editing. Polishing grammar, simplifying long sentences, and improving flow will enhance clarity and readability. 
	

	Optional/General comments
	This manuscript is detailed and well structured. Some sections could be simplified/summarised to improve focus, particularly where technical details could be moved to tables or summarised. Presenting summary tables (e.g. SWOT or research agenda) in visual form would improve accessibility for readers.
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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? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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