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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 provides valuable insights into sustainable Muga silkworm rearing by combining traditional practices with modern techniques, improving cocoon yield and larval survival. It highlights key research gaps in disease management, host plant improvement, and environmental impacts, guiding future scientific studies. Additionally, it emphasizes the role of policy support and conservation in sustaining this culturally and economically important silk industry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	fairly suitable

“Muga Silk Production: Challenges, Advances in Rearing Technologies, and Strategies for Climate Resilience”
	

	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.


	There are minor grammatical errors, such as “the muga farmers faces” → should be “muga farmers face.”

 Some sentences are long and could be split for clarity, e.g., the first sentence could separate the information about location, host plants, and silk quality.

 The abstract touches on challenges and research gaps but does not clearly summarize key findings or outcomes from the literature reviewed.

 It lacks mention of specific rearing technologies or management practices that are highlighted in the review, which would help readers understand the scope.

 The sentence “we have collected the relevant literature from the various database…” not clear. It could be improved by specifying the inclusion criteria, the period of publications reviewed, or the type of studies considered.

The abstract could better emphasize the scientific and practical significance of the review. Currently, it mostly lists challenges without clearly stating why the review is important for researchers, farmers, or policymakers.

Consider including one sentence summarizing the main conclusions or recommendations from the review.

  
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Certain statements about “future prospects” or “promising strategies” are speculative and should be clearly framed as suggestions rather than established facts.

The manuscript sometimes generalizes findings without specifying the study context, e.g., cocoon yield improvements may vary by region and season.

Some molecular and genomic claims (e.g., improving immunity or silk quality via molecular interventions) are valid in principle but require careful phrasing since practical application may still be limited.

Minor inconsistencies in terminology (e.g., “som” vs. “Persea bombycina”) should be standardized

·  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient, relevant, and mostly recent, but adding 2–4 high-impact or international comparative studies could make the review more comprehensive.
	

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


	·  “However, the muga farmers faces major challenges…” → should be “However, muga farmers face major challenges…”
·  ·  “...which directly influence the quality and golden colour of the muga silk” → better as “…which directly influence the quality and natural golden color of muga silk.”
·  Abstract sentences like “Here we identify the key research gaps and priority areas, which include climate change adaptation strategies like rescheduling the rearing time…” could be simplified: “This review identifies key research gaps, including climate adaptation strategies such as rescheduling rearing times…”

·  Avoid casual phrases like “we have collected the relevant literature” → use “relevant literature was reviewed…”
·  ·  Phrases like “the muga farmers faces major challenges” could be more formal: “muga farmers encounter significant challenges…”
·  
	

	Optional/General comments
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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 detail)

Based on the content of the manuscript, there do not appear to be any significant ethical issues
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