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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 offers critical documentation of Indigenous Technical Knowledge (ITK) on pulse storage in Tamil Nadu, providing a valuable local database of sustainable and eco-friendly practices that have proven effective for up to a year. By systematically detailing techniques like mixing redgram with red earth slurry or using wood ash in earthen pots, the study provides a foundation for scientific validation. This research is essential for the scientific community as it identifies cost-effective, culturally relevant, and chemical-free methods that can be integrated with modern science to develop hybrid, best-management practices aimed at significantly reducing the estimated 25-30% post-harvest losses in pulses, thereby contributing to food security and sustainable agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Indigenous Technical Knowledge on pulses storage in Tamil Nadu" is highly suitable for the article. The title is accurate, specific, and effective for an academic publication.
	

	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.


	 Enhance specificity by detailing the source of losses, the study's location (districts/blocks), and incorporating the key quantitative finding (storage duration/practice).

 Strengthen the impact by elevating the call to action, linking ITK documentation directly to modern agricultural policy and R&D integration to address post-harvest losses.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is fundamentally weakened by its flawed sampling description. A scientific study that claims to be "random" but uses "fortuitous" sampling is not scientifically correct. The authors must either correct the description to explicitly state they used convenience sampling and discuss the resulting limitations, or they must revise their sampling methodology to a true probability sampling method (like simple random or stratified random sampling) to support their claim of generalizability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are sufficient in number and cover the necessary thematic areas, but they are only moderately recent, with a cluster of older works that might need updating for a high-impact journal. Kindly provide recent citation.
	

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


	The manuscript uses correct technical terminology (e.g., post-harvest losses, ITK, scientific rationale), which is essential. However, the numerous syntactic and grammatical issues create ambiguity and lower the professional tone. A thorough English language editing service or a native English speaker with an academic background should review the entire manuscript to ensure smooth flow and precise expression suitable for peer review.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides valuable documentation, but the presentation and analysis need enhancement. First, the article currently lacks any figures; graphs. I strongly recommend including visual elements to effectively illustrate key findings (e.g., ITK adoption rates) and document the storage practices. Second, the Discussion section must be significantly expanded to include a robust appraisal of the scientific rationale behind the identified ITK, a critical comparison with existing literature, and a clear discussion of the policy implications for post-harvest loss reduction.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail) 
There are no major ethical concerns in this manuscript.                
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