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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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 review focuses on an important and current issue—enhancing mulberry (Morus spp.) cultivation for sustainable sericulture—which plays a crucial role in supporting smallholder farmers in silk-producing regions. Although the manuscript offers a broad and insightful overview of recent developments, including modern biotechnological and agronomic approaches, it needs significant revision to achieve the quality expected of a scientific publication.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	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
	GOOD
	

	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
	SATISFACTORY
	

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

	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
	SATISFACTORY
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	GOOD
	

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

	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
	POOR
	

	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
	NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
	

	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
	GOOD
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	SATISFACTORY
	

	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
	POOR
	

	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
	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
	SATISFACTORY
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope of the review. However, you may consider adding a phrase such as “with Emphasis on Biotechnological and Agronomic Interventions” to more explicitly highlight the key focus areas for readers searching the literature.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract is incomplete as it does not specify the number of studies reviewed, the time frame considered, the methodology used for selecting literature, or the main conclusions. It would be better to revise the abstract using a structured format that includes background, objectives, scope/methods, key findings, and conclusions, as typically expected in a review article.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The scientific content is generally accurate, but issues like use of non-citable “indicative means,” missing Figure 1, lack of regulatory context for transgenic/CRISPR sections, and insufficient coverage of key pathogens (e.g., BmNPV) affect its credibility.
These concerns should be addressed by using properly cited data, including all figures, adding regulatory details, and strengthening the biotic stress section before acceptance.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, although the number of references is sufficient, their quality is inconsistent due to incomplete citations and outdated studies being presented as recent without validation.
The manuscript should include fully detailed references and incorporate more recent (2020–2025) studies, especially from China, Brazil, and Japan, to ensure better global representation

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	[bookmark: _GoBack]No ethical concerns are evident
	






PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and demonstrates adequate coverage; Major concerns include the absence of a clear literature search methodology, incomplete and non-standard references, omission of Figure 1, and limited critical evaluation of the cited studies.
Therefore, a decision of Major Revision is recommended. If the authors satisfactorily address these issues, the manuscript has the potential to contribute meaningfully to the sericulture literature.


The manuscript is based on a strong concept and addresses an important topic; however, it needs substantial revisions in areas such as reference accuracy, clarity of methodology, inclusion of Figure 1, reliability of table data, depth of critical analysis, and a clear statement of limitations before it can be considered for acceptance.
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