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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 provides valuable experimental data on the use of zinc oxide nanoparticles  as a dietary supplement to enhance silkworm growth, protein synthesis, and key economic silk traits. The findings are directly applicable to improving silk production efficiency and offer a low-cost, innovative strategy for sericulture farmers. The study contributes to the broader understanding of how nanomaterials interact with insect physiology, which is relevant for agricultural and entomological research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and descriptive. However, it could be slightly refined for clarity. 

Suggestion: Effect of Zinc Oxide Nanoparticle-Fortified Mulberry Leaves on Protein Profiles and Economic Traits of the Bivoltine Silkworm Hybrid Bombyx mori (FC1 × FC2)
	

	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 but can be improved. 

Suggestions:
1. Include one sentence on why ZnO NPs were chosen (e.g., known role of zinc in protein metabolism).
2. Briefly state how the fortification was done (e.g., foliar spray, dipping).
3. The phrase "a similar trend was also observed" is vague. Explicitly state that the 1.5% treatment yielded the best economic parameters.
4.  Indicate that differences were statistically significant compared to controls.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its experimental design and core findings. However, there are areas requiring clarification and correction:
1. The description of ZnO NP application is unclear ("received 10 mg, 15 mg, and 20 mg of treated leaves"). Does this refer to the weight of leaves or the amount of ZnO? This needs precise explanation.
2. The FTIR analysis is described in the Methods but reads like a result. It should be moved to the Results section or a separate subsection titled "Characterization of ZnO Nanoparticles."
3. The discussion only contrasts findings with two other studies. It should also:
- Hypothesize why 1.5% was optimal 

- Discuss the physiological link between increased protein in fat body/haemolymph and improved silk synthesis.
- Address why the 2% concentration showed a decline (potential toxicity threshold).
4. The methods section does not describe the statistical tests used to determine significance ("found significantly increased"). This must be stated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and include recent works (up to 2025). However, they could be more focused. 

Suggestions:
1. Include key reviews on ZnO nanoparticles in insect nutrition 

2. Include foundational studies on silkworm biochemistry and protein metabolism related to zinc.
3.  Reference "Elia (2017)" is cited in the introduction but missing from the reference list. 
	

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


	The language is generally suitable but requires thorough proofreading for grammar, punctuation, and clarity. Examples:
- "Commercial parameters" should be "economic parameters" for consistency.
- "min's" should be "minutes" or "min".
- "Coccon" (Table 1) should be "Cocoon".
- Inconsistent use of "μL" vs. "μg/mL".
- Awkward phrasing: "The results were exposed in μg of protein per μL..." should be "The results were expressed as...".
	

	Optional/General comments


	The Introduction is overly broad, covering many types of nanoparticles. It should be streamlined to focus more directly on Zinc Oxide NPs and their known or hypothesized effects on plants and insects, leading to the study's rationale.
- Table 1 is well-presented but the column "Denier" has a typo ("2 .33±0.02"). Ensure all decimal alignments are correct.
- The Conclusion is clear and practical, effectively summarizing the main finding and its application.
	

	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 apparent ethical issues with human or vertebrate subjects. However, standard ethical considerations for invertebrate research (silkworm rearing) should be implied as followed. It is assumed the study adhered to standard laboratory animal care guidelines. This could be briefly acknowledged.
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