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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.
	1. Dual-Action Efficiency: It evaluates Diafenthiuron as a "dual active" chemical, and a single application saves costs and labor.
2. Replacement for Banned Substances: With the Governments of banning common insecticides like dichlorvos, this research provides a viable, "novel" alternative for pest management.
3. Economic Impact: The study demonstrates a clear link between chemical application and increased leaf yield (reaching up to 58,228 kg/ha/year), which is the
primary driver of cocoon productivity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable. It is descriptive and clearly identifies the core components of the research:
1. The Agent: Diafenthiuron 50% WP.
2. The Targets: Thrips and Mites.
3. The Subject: Mulberry. The title accurately reflects the bio-efficacy evaluation detailed in the results.
	




	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 mostly comprehensive, as it follows a logical flow: objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion.

Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Addition: While the abstract mentions the "impact on rearing and reproductive performance of silkworm" in the objectives, the provided text for the abstract does not actually list the specific results for silkworm mortality or cocoon quality. These results should be summarized briefly to fulfill the stated objective.

2. Clarification: Explicitly state the "Safety Period" or waiting period required after spraying before the leaves can be safely fed to silkworms, as this is a critical concern for sericulturists.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Methodology: The use of Welch’s t-test (two-sample t- test assuming unequal variances) is a statistically appropriate method for comparing treated vs. control groups.
2. Standardized Observation: The study uses the "visual scoring method" and standardized leaf sampling (3rd, 5th, and 7th leaves) to ensure consistency across replications. 3.Biological	Consistency:	The	findings	that	pest infestation reduces leaf area due to loss of chlorophyll and
photosynthetic	efficiency	align	with	established entomological principles .
	




	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes 27 references that cover a range of topics from mulberry taxonomy and silkworm physiology to pesticide toxicity and specific pest management strategies.
Recency: The references show a balanced mix of foundational and recent literature. Approximately 33% (9 of 27) of the citations are from the last five years (2019– 2024), which is excellent for capturing the current status of pest migration and modern chemical efficacy.
Minor Corrections to Existing References
Reference: The bracket for the volume/issue is missing a closing parenthesis: 38(2, 31-37 should be 38(2), 31-37.
Reference: There is a missing closing parenthesis after the year: (2011. should be (2011).
Consistency: Ensure all species names (e.g., Bombyx mori, Morus alba) are consistently italicized throughout
the reference list.
	




	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	1. Clarity: The use of technical terminology (e.g., monophagous, oxidative photophosphorylation) is accurate.
2. Tone: The tone is objective and formal.
3. Minor Errors: There are a few minor typos and formatting inconsistencies (e.g., "Diafenthuron" vs "Diafenthiuron"; "1g/L" vs "1 g/L" ). Additionally, source 75 and 76 contain copy-paste errors where they mention "thrips population" but are listed under the "Mites" result
section (Table 2).
	

	Optional/General comments
	Note on Data Consistency: In the "Results and Discussion" section for the text incorrectly refers to "thrips population" twice despite the data clearly referring to mites. This should be corrected to avoid confusion. Furthermore, ensure that the "II Crop" data in Table 1 and Table 2 is consistently labeled across  all  DAS  (Days  After  Spray)  to  maintain
professional formatting.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	There are no glaring ethical violations apparent in the manuscript.
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