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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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  provides information on how much farmers follow the suggestion for sericulture practices and where the major gaps still remain. 

-This review shows which the technologies are well adopted and which farmers still struggle with, especially in the areas of training and extension support.

- These findings are useful for researchers and extension workers who aim to improve sericulture productivity and plan better training programs for  support future work on technology adoption in rural sericulture.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	-Yes it is
	

	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 quite too long, descriptive, and includes unnecessary details that are usually not need in an abstract. 

-It looks like a short introduction rather than a concise summary of the study. 

-Some information can be removed such as the long historical background, seasonal survey months, and repeated sentences about climate.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	- The manuscript is generally correct in terms of its scientific intention, and the field data support the main findings. However, some parts of the methods especially the adoption index and the regression analysis. It is needed to be clearer explanation. With these points improved, the study would be stronger and easier for readers to follow up.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	-The references are useful but not sufficient for a review type manuscript. Many of them are older, and there are only a few from recent years. Adding more updated studies, especially on technology adoption, extension work, and recent developments in sericulture, would strengthen this article. 
- A few references in the list are not cited anywhere in the text, such as Mattoo & Ahmad (2008) and Babu et al. (2021), do not appear in the manuscript. These should either be cited properly or removed from the reference list. Checking the consistency between in-text citations and the reference list will help improve the overall accuracy of the manuscript.


	

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


	-The English in the manuscript is understandable, but it is not very smooth for academic writing. Some sentences are long, and there are several grammar and phrasing problems. The writing also feels a bit repetitive in some parts. It would be better to revise the language to make it clearer and more suitable for a scientific paper.

	

	Optional/General comments
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	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 details)
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