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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 addresses an ecologically and socio-economically significant production system within the broader context of climate change. The topic is timely, as climate impacts on region-specific agro-ecological systems remain underrepresented in global climate–livelihood literature. By integrating climate science, host-plant physiology, silkworm biology, disease ecology, and spatial modelling, the review attempts to frame muga production as a coupled eco-climatic system rather than an isolated agricultural activity.

The manuscript contributes by synthesizing dispersed literature into a structured pathways-based framework, which may help guide adaptation planning and future research priorities in Northeast India. Given the cultural and economic importance of muga silk, this review is potentially valuable for researchers, policymakers, and climate adaptation planners.
	Noted 

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, focused, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.

However, it could be slightly strengthened to reflect the systems-based synthesis approach.

Suggested alternative (optional improvement):

“Climate Change Risks and Adaptation Pathways for Muga Silk Production in Assam: A Systems-Based Review”


	Title revised

	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.


	The abstract is well structured and conceptually strong. It clearly defines the muga production system, identifies the relevant climate drivers, highlights the major impact pathways, emphasizes the episodic and brood-specific nature of risks, and outlines adaptation strategies. The synthesis is coherent and effectively conveys the systemic framing of climate sensitivity in outdoor sericulture. However, two improvements are recommended. First, a brief mention of the literature selection approach, specifically the PRISMA-based structured review process, would enhance methodological transparency. Second, the abstract would benefit from a clearer statement of the main knowledge gaps identified in the review, as these are discussed later in the manuscript. In addition, minor tightening of descriptive phrasing would improve conciseness without compromising clarity.


	Revision made

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and logically structured. It demonstrates clear systems framing and a strong integration of climate science with biological and sericultural evidence. The use of peer-reviewed references is appropriate, and the pathway-based analytical structure is coherent and well developed. The climate science citations, including studies such as Mukherjee et al., Sarkar et al., and Dash et al., are relevant and up to date, and the muga-specific literature is properly integrated into the broader climatic context. However, some inferential links between regional climate trends and brood-specific production outcomes remain conceptual rather than quantitatively supported. In addition, the discussion of uncertainty propagation from climate models into production forecasts is relatively limited. These issues do not undermine the scientific validity of the manuscript, but they do justify revision-level improvements to strengthen analytical rigor.
	Done revision 

Corrected 

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is largely composed of peer-reviewed and scientifically credible sources. It includes recent literature published between 2023 and 2025, demonstrating that the review incorporates up-to-date evidence. The references appropriately integrate climate modelling studies, disease ecology research, host-plant physiology, and insect ecology, thereby supporting the interdisciplinary nature of the manuscript. The inclusion of CMIP6-based climate projections and recent climate suitability modelling studies significantly strengthens the analytical depth of the review. As an optional enhancement, the manuscript could benefit from including comparative literature on climate impacts in other outdoor sericulture systems, as well as more explicit engagement with broader agroecological resilience frameworks. Overall, the references are sufficient, current, and appropriately aligned with the objectives of the study.
	Added recent references 

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally strong and suitable for scholarly communication. It maintains a formal academic tone, presents clear logical transitions between sections, and uses appropriate technical terminology. There are no major grammatical issues that impede comprehension. However, some sentences are relatively long and complex, which may slightly reduce readability. Minor tightening of phrasing would improve clarity and flow, and occasional repetition of conceptual framing could be reduced to enhance conciseness. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication in terms of language quality, though minor editorial polishing is recommended.
	Noted and revised

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of a schematic conceptual figure summarizing the five identified climate impact pathways, as this would improve clarity and synthesis. A short paragraph explicitly addressing uncertainty in climate projections and their implications for sericulture planning would also enhance analytical rigor. Additionally, the linkage between the PRISMA-based methodology and the synthesis structure could be made more explicit to reinforce methodological coherence. Slight condensation of Sections 4 and 5 would reduce minor repetition and improve overall readability.
The manuscript is scientifically robust, presents a well-structured synthesis, and demonstrates strong conceptual framing through its pathway-based systems approach. The integration of climate science and biological evidence is coherent and relevant. The recommended revisions relate primarily to improving conciseness, clarifying certain inferential linkages, and strengthening the discussion of uncertainty in climate projections. The manuscript does not require major restructuring, and its core contribution remains solid
	Done revision 


	PART  2: 



	
	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)

No ethical issues are evident in the manuscript. As a review article synthesizing published literature, it does not involve primary data collection or experimental procedures requiring ethical clearance. The authors have declared that they have no competing interests, and no apparent conflicts are identified. There are no obvious indications of plagiarism in structure or citation style. Nevertheless, as a matter of standard editorial practice, a routine similarity check is recommended prior to final acceptance.
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