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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 offers a comprehensive review of silkworm disease management, with particular emphasis on preventive strategies, notably Integrated Disease Management (IDM). It addresses major silkworm diseases, including septicemia, nucleopolyhedrovirus (NPV) infection, white muscardine, and grasserie, and evaluates their associated economic impacts.
The study further analyzes key drivers of disease outbreaks across sericulture regions, highlighting fundamental factors such as mulberry leaf yield and quality. The authors emphasize that optimal silkworm growth and reduced disease incidence rely on nutritionally adequate mulberry leaves. Achieving high-quality leaf production requires effective weed management, coupled with measures to minimize biological contamination, cross-infection, and pathogen transmission.
The findings provide a foundation for modern research directions in silkworm disease control under current climate change scenarios, representing  a  core  strategy  for  mitigating
disease challenges and promoting sustainable sericulture development.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	A title that accurately reflects the scope and content of the research
(3 = Satisfactory)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript lacks an abstract
(1 = Poor)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate.
(3 = Satisfactory)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The information presented in the paper is complete and well organized
(3 = Satisfactory)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives of the paper are clearly defined and thoroughly articulated
(3 = Satisfactory)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript lacks a comprehensive literature review and should incorporate a critical analysis and evaluation of existing studies
(1 = Poor)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is outdated.
(1 = Poor)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature search methodology is adequate and meets the required standards.
(3 = Satisfactory)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	A detailed and critical analysis of the literature has not been provided.
(1 = Poor)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The paper identifies research gaps in previous silkworm disease control methods, which largely relied on the use of disinfectants. While the manuscript introduces the Integrated Disease Management (IDM) approach for silkworm disease prevention, it does not clearly specify the concrete measures needed to effectively control silkworm diseases under current conditions
(2 = Needs Improvement)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are logical and consistent with the research objectives; however, they should be revised for greater clarity and precision.
(2 = Needs Improvement)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The paper’s limitations have not been analyzed in depth and are insufficiently discussed. A more comprehensive discussion is warranted, specifically highlighting how recent research has addressed prior limitations, the approaches employed, and the contexts or locations in
	



	
	which these solutions have been implemented.
(2 = Needs Improvement)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	The references are comprehensive, with the majority sourced from recent research studies
(2 = Needs Improvement)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Substantial improvements in spelling and grammar are required
(3 = Satisfactory)
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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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