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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 work clearly demonstrates the practical effectiveness of different storage structures in reducing post-harvest losses. Such practical findings are highly useful for farmers and extension workers, as they help in choosing affordable and efficient storage methods suited to their needs. By providing evidence-based recommendations, this study can directly support improved storage practices, reduce economic losses, and enhance the availability of quality produce for consumers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Impact of Different Storage Structures on Post-Harvest Quality and Loss Reduction” I suggest that this would be the more appropriate title as the author mentioned only about incidence of stored pests in storage but they collected the data and presented the corresponding studies with storage structures too. If the word storage structure is included in the title the author may get more visibility of paper among the scientific community.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is precise and doesn’t need any kind of additions. The main outcomes of the manuscript were clearly mentioned.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the data presented, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct as it systematically evaluates and compares the efficiency of different storage structures in terms of percentage effectiveness. The experimental findings are clearly quantified and the interpretation aligns with practical post-harvest management practices. The methodology of comparing storage types is appropriate, the results are consistent with known storage behavior, and the conclusions drawn are logical and applicable. Therefore, the manuscript maintains scientific validity and provides reliable evidence for recommending suitable storage structures to minimize post-harvest losses.

The author may add few photographs representing the storage structures, pests incidences as mentioned in manuscript. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Currently, they appear adequate for foundational understanding, but lack recent studies (post-2020) and cutting-edge innovations in storage technologies.Including these would enhance the manuscript’s scientific currency, strengthen your discussion of modern storage methods, and broaden its relevance to both researchers and practitioners in postharvest science.
	

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


	The language of the article is generally clear and understandable, and the key findings are communicated effectively. However, for scholarly communication, some refinements are needed to improve readability, precision, and flow. 

For example:Phrases like “performed poorly” can be replaced with “recorded lower effectiveness” for academic tone.Instead of “this study is useful for farmers”, a scholarly phrasing would be “the findings provide practical implications for farmers and extension agencies.”

Overall, the English quality is acceptable but requires moderate editing to meet international scholarly standard and adopting consistent scientific terminology will make the manuscript more suitable for peer-reviewed journals.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and practical issue with sound methodology and useful implications for the scientific community. While it is scientifically correct, it requires minor revisions in language, presentation, and addition of recent references to enhance clarity and impact. I recommend acceptance after minor revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Based on the type of study described in manuscript—an evaluation of different storage structures for post-harvest loss reduction—there do not appear to be any ethical issues. The work does not involve human or animal experimentation, sensitive personal data, or interventions that would raise ethical concerns. The study is based on storage trials and performance observations, which fall within normal agricultural research practices.

Therefore, no ethical issues are evident in this manuscript, provided that data are original, properly cited, and results are reported transparently.
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