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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

Yes, the manuscript is important for scientific community.

Yes, the title of the article is suitable.

Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.

Instead of making separate point for the objectives, the introduction should end with the
statement like (for example): Attempt has been planned to study the gaps in adoption of
improved tasar silkworm rearing technologies and to identify the constraints in adoption and
suggestions offered by the farmers.

The manuscript is scientifically correct.

References are only seventeen. This section is appearing insufficient. At least twenty-five
(total) references must be listed.

Minor REVISION comments

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

The text has been organized logically, flow smoothly, and "stick" together. In other words, everything in
the writing is making sense to a reader.

Optional/General comments

For consistency in the results, there should be repetition of the whole attempt (at least for
three times). Collected data should be subjected for standard statistical analysis methods.
These sections (especially, the mean, standard deviation, test of significance, references in
this section) are not appearing in the manuscript.
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