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	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.


	The manuscript deals with an important issue in post-harvest crop management, particularly the infestation of Callosobruchus chinensis in Bengal gram during storage. Since chickpea is one of the most widely consumed pulses in India and serves as a key protein source, studies like this are highly relevant. By linking insect infestation with storage practices and grain moisture, the authors provide useful evidence that can guide farmers and extension workers. The outcomes also have practical implications for improving storage methods and reducing post-harvest losses, which in turn support food security.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The present title is clear and informative. However, for better precision and readability, I would suggest a slight modification:

“Incidence and Storage-Related Infestation of Callosobruchus chinensis (L.) in Bengal Gram Seeds of West Bengal”
	

	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 informative, but it could be more concise. At present, it contains too many specific figures for each district/block, which would be better suited for the Results section. Instead, the abstract should briefly highlight:

· the aim of the study,

· the main findings (infestation levels in relation to moisture and storage type), and

· the broader significance for farmers and storage management.
Shortening the sentences and avoiding repetition will improve readability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design is sound, using field surveys, moisture estimation, and grain damage scoring. The dataset is adequate and the observations are clearly presented in tables. In the Results section, much of the text simply restates the data already presented in the tables, which makes the narrative feel repetitive and somewhat dense. Instead of repeating the numbers, the authors could summarize the key points more briefly and focus on highlighting patterns or trends that emerge from the data. Likewise, the Discussion would benefit from deeper interpretation and a stronger connection to findings from more recent studies (especially those published after 2020) in comparable crops and storage environments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate, but many are quite dated, with several older than 15 years (for example, Gupta 1990; Singh & Sharma 2003). While these classic studies are relevant, the manuscript would be much stronger if it included more recent work, particularly from journals such as the Journal of Stored Products Research, Indian Journal of Entomology, or Legume Research (2021–2023). In addition, the authors should ensure that all references follow a uniform citation format, as the current list shows some inconsistencies.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires language polishing for academic publication. The main issues include:

· Redundancy in Results/Discussion (repeating entire sentences from tables).

· Some long or awkwardly framed sentences. For example, “The survey was in five blocks…” should be “The survey was conducted in five blocks…”.

· Inconsistencies in verb tense (past vs. present).
I recommend a thorough language review to make the text clearer and more concise.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figure 1 is quite basic; it should be improved with higher resolution and clearer labeling.

· The Conclusion could be more impactful. It should not only summarize results but also suggest practical recommendations for farmers (such as maintaining moisture below 10% and preferring metal bins).

· Although the study is low-risk, a short ethical note would be appropriate (e.g., “No ethical approval was required for this farmer-survey-based study”).
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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 detail)

Ethical issues: None identified. The work involves farmer surveys and grain sampling, which do not raise ethical concerns.
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