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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.


	This manuscript addresses a crucial issue in rice cultivation, offering insights into optimal harvest timing, seed coating, and seed storage to extend seed viability under ambient conditions. The findings benefit seed producers and storage managers by providing a clear protocol for reducing post-harvest losses and maintaining standards. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not impactful, so an alternative title is suggested.
Suggested Title: "Influence of Maturity Stage, Seed Treatment, and Storage Containers on the Storability of Combine-Harvested Rice (Oryza sativa L. cv. CO (R) 50)"
	

	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 comprehensive but can be strengthened by including specific numerical data for the best treatment, such as germination percentage, electrical conductivity, and pathogen incidence, to make results more transparent and more impactful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (FCRD) is appropriate, and the methodology for assessing seed quality parameters follows international standards (ISTA). However, two critical pieces of information are missing from the Methods section, which are essential for reproducibility:
1. The operational definition of "Physiological Maturity" (H1) must be specified (e.g., was it determined by a specific seed moisture content, or seed germination, or seed dry weight or a visual indicator?).
2. The initial moisture content of the seeds before treatment and storage needs to be clarified. The text mentions a range of 8-12.5%, which is too broad; it should be stated if and how moisture was standardised across all samples.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, including foundational and recent works. However, several key citations list the year 2025, which is in the future (e.g., Jeya Chandra et al., 2025; Renugadevi et al., 2025; Paul & Bordolui, 2025). This must be corrected to the actual publication year or "in press'. The references should also include more specific studies on polymer seed coatings and hermetic storage in cereals to strengthen the discussion.
	

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


	The language is clear and understandable. However, there are instances of minor grammatical errors and repetition, particularly in the Results section (e.g., "revealed that the effect...). A thorough proofreading is recommended to improve the impact of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Areas for Improvement:
1. Results Presentation: The current method of describing each factor separately for every parameter is repetitive. It is recommended to consolidate key results into a summary table for main effects at 12 months.
2. Discussion: The discussion needs more depth, moving beyond restating results and explaining physiological reasons (e.g., why higher EC correlates with lower vigor, mechanism of polymer coating). Also, report and discuss significant interaction effects, which are often the most insightful in factorial experiments.
3. Figures: The figures are informative but complex. Ensure axes are clearly labeled and improve color schemes for better treatment distinction.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues were identified
	


Reviewer details:

. 
Kumari Rajani, Bihar Agricultural University, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

