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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.
	Although numerous studies have shown that supplementing mulberry leaves with vitamins, amino acids, minerals, and plant extracts can improve the growth performance, cocoon yield, and silk quality of Bombyx mori, the use of silkworm pupal oil as a nutritional fortificant has received little attention. As a valuable by-product of the sericulture industry, silkworm pupal oil is rich in essential fatty acids (omega-3, omega-6, and omega-9) and natural antioxidants that may enhance energy metabolism, nutrient utilization, and larval development. Its utilization could not only improve silkworm performance but also increase the value of pupae after reeling, reduce waste, and promote a circular economy in sericulture.
However, systematic studies evaluating the effects of different concentrations of silkworm pupal oil on fourth- and fifth-instar larvae remain scarce. These developmental stages are critical for silk gland maturation and cocoon production. Therefore, investigating silkworm pupal oil as a dietary supplement for mulberry leaves is necessary to provide a scientific basis for its practical application and to support the sustainable development and value enhancement of the sericulture industry.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title should be shortened to improve clarity while retaining the essential information and accurately reflecting the study findings. The title should be revised to: “Effect of Silkworm Pupal Oil Fortification of Mulberry Leaves on Growth Performance of Bivoltine Silkworm (Bombyx mori L. Hybrid NB4D2 × SH6)”
(Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	The abstract is too general and lacks quantitative data to support the main findings. It should be revised to include the key results with relevant numerical data
(Needs Improvement)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are generally appropriate and aligned with the research objectives and content
(Good)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
	The manuscript presents relatively comprehensive information; however, the presentation is somewhat verbose and lacks clarity. It should be reorganized to
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	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	improve logical flow and overall coherence
(Needs Improvement)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript does not clearly state the research objectives. This section should be rewritten and expanded for clarity
(Needs Improvement)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is well aligned with the study and effectively supports its research focus. The literature review is too lengthy and should be shortened.
(Needs Improvement)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Materials and Methods section lacks sufficient detail and should be revised to provide a clear and accurate description of the experimental procedures. In particular, the silkworm pupal oil extraction method should be described in detail. Information on the volume of oil applied, the amount of mulberry leaves treated, the drying time before feeding, the frequency of oil application, and the feeding schedule should also be clearly specified. In addition, a schematic diagram of the experimental design is recommended to improve clarity. The study period (month and year) should also be reported. Overall, the methodology should be described in greater detail to ensure the reproducibility, rigor, and reliability of the study.
(Needs Improvement)
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No ethical concerns
(Good)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results presented in Tables 1 and 2 and Figures 1 and 2 are generally clear. However, the interpretation of the findings lacks sufficient depth and logical discussion. A more comprehensive analysis is needed to better explain the scientific significance of the results. The authors conclude that the optimal concentrations of silkworm pupal oil for mulberry leaf supplementation are 3,000 ppm for fourth-instar larvae and 9,000 ppm for fifth-instar larvae. However, this conclusion is not adequately supported by quantitative comparisons with the control treatment. The Results section should therefore include detailed numerical data (e.g., percentage increases over the control) for all measured parameters to substantiate these conclusions
(Needs Improvement)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	tables and figures necessary
(Good)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Discussion section needs to be rewritten to improve clarity, coherence, and scientific rigor
(Needs Improvement)
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data? 5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Conclusion section currently lacks quantitative data and evidence derived from the study’s findings. It should therefore be revised and rewritten to accurately reflect and be grounded in the newly supplemented results.
(Needs Improvement)
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	While the limitations of the research field have been analyzed, future research directions should be proposed to address these gaps.
(Needs Improvement)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	The cited references 2, 3, 5, 10, 11, 16, and 19 should be carefully re-examined for accuracy and relevance.
(Needs Improvement)
	

	15. 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
	The language used in the manuscript is generally appropriate for academic discourse. However, colloquial expressions are still present in some sections, and several passages are unnecessarily wordy and redundant. The manuscript should therefore be revised to improve clarity and conciseness.
(Needs Improvement)
	



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.
	The current title does not adequately reflect the study's objectives, scope, and research focus. It is therefore recommended that the title be revised to: “Effect of Silkworm Pupal Oil Fortification of Mulberry Leaves  on  Growth  Performance  of  Bivoltine
Silkworm (Bombyx mori L. Hybrid NB4D2 × SH6)”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Insufficient information; the results are not supported by quantitative data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript does not meet the required scientific standards.
The structure of the manuscript is not logically organized.
The objectives and research findings need to be clearly stated and supplemented.
The research methodology and research content should be clarified.
The Results, Conclusion, and Discussion sections require revision and improvement
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Additional recent references should be included. The authors are also advised to recheck references 2, 3, 5, 10, 11, 14, 16, and 19 for accuracy and relevance.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
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