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	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.
	Is is very crucial to manage the sericulture waste properly because this waste could be a potential nutrient source for crops.
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	3
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	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
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	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
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	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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N/A = Not Applicable
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Some references are too old need to replace those with recent references.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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