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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	· The manuscript provides a comprehensive overview of the challenges associated with pebrine detection in sericulture, particularly emphasizing the limitations of current microscopic methods and the need for advanced technologies. The paper effectively highlights the critical importance of accurate pebrine surveillance due to its transovarial transmission, which can have severe consequences for the sericulture sector.

· The issue addressed is highly relevant, as pebrine remains a significant threat to sericulture. The discussion on the limitations of existing microscopic inspection methods and the lack of molecular detection capabilities among farmers is well-articulated. The manuscript underscores the urgency of developing and implementing more efficient detection technologies.

· The manuscript is well-structured and clearly written. The introduction provides a solid background, and the discussion effectively connects the need for advanced detection methods with the challenges faced by sericulture practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES
	

	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.


	YES (some changes required, mentioned in the file)
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	YES, references are not in an appropriate form
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound, as it provides a thorough analysis of the current challenges in pebrine detection and the limitations of existing methods. The discussion is well-supported by relevant literature and presents a clear understanding of the transovarial transmission of pebrine and its impact on sericulture. Furthermore, the methodology described, including the use of light microscopy for mother moth examination, is accurately detailed, reinforcing the paper's technical validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	Sufficient, but should be error free.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	Yes

	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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