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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 gives a clear and detailed account of how climate change affects the physiology and molecular biology of silkworms, especially B. mori. It shows that high temperature has a far greater negative impact than low temperature, disrupting metabolism, causing oxidative damage, and reducing cocoon quality and survival. Cold stress mainly slows metabolism and is less harmful overall. The paper is timely and valuable, linking molecular findings such as heat shock proteins, antioxidants, and DNA methylation to practical approaches for breeding climate-resilient silkworms.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title clearly reflects the paper's main objective.
	

	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 well-written and provides a clear summary of the paper’s purpose.
I found just a few improvements would make it smoother:

· Replace “Silkworms defend itself” with “Silkworms defend themselves.

· Replace “can also be used to discover significant resistant genes” with “can help identify important resistance genes under stress conditions.

Overall, the abstract is comprehensive and scientifically correct.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound and supported by many current references. It correctly explains the biological importance of heat shock proteins (HSP70, HSP90, and small HSPs such as BmmHSP20.1) in maintaining protein stability during stress. The description of antioxidant enzymes (SOD, CAT, and GST) and their roles in mitigating oxidative damage is accurate. The discussion on hormonal signalling (20E pathway), autophagy, and epigenetic modifications is also relevant and consistent with published literature.

A few minor corrections are advised:

· The discussion on DNA methylation and differentially methylated genes (DMGs) in response to high temperature and humidity is scientifically relevant and strengthens the manuscript. However, the reference to Chen et al. (2020) appears to correspond to a study on gut microbiota–mediated insecticide resistance rather than DNA methylation or environmental stress. It would be advisable for the authors to verify this citation, as the appropriate reference for the methylation analysis and GO/KEGG enrichment results seems to have been missed.

· The discussion of thermal tolerance limits could be refined to acknowledge that these thresholds are not fixed values, but rather dynamic ranges of values. Experimental work has shown that heat tolerance in B. mori varies with larval stage, strain, humidity, and duration of exposure (Vasudha et al., 2006; Rahmathulla, 2012).

· In the section discussing cold stress, it would be helpful to clarify that most evidence of heat shock protein (HSP) upregulation during cold exposure comes from studies on other lepidopteran insects rather than from B. mori itself. Only limited work has examined cold-induced HSP expression in B. mori, mainly during diapause or embryonic stages. A brief acknowledgment of this would make the discussion more accurate and balanced.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the paper includes many references, covering both foundational and recent studies.

Minor editorial suggestions:

· Standardize the spelling of author names (e.g., “Manzoor” vs. “Mamzoor”).

· Verify journal titles and capitalization (e.g., Industry and Innovation instead of Industrial and Innovation).

· Replace or verify the “Chen et al., 2020” reference, as discussed above, to ensure it matches the cited content.

With these small adjustments, the reference list will be accurate, consistent, and of excellent quality.
	

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


	Yes, the writing is generally clear and understandable.
Minor suggestion: Correct the grammatical error, “Silkworms defend itself” should read “Silkworms defend themselves.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well organized and logically presented. 

The division into sections on molecular mechanisms, stress tolerance, and future directions is effective and easy to follow. To enhance readability, the authors may wish to reduce some overlap between Sections 2 and 3, as both cover similar aspects of heat tolerance and HSP activity. 

Overall, this is a strong and informative review. With minor revisions to language, references, and figure presentation, the manuscript will be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Trevena Youssef, Memorial University of Newfoundland and Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Canada
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

