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	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 an important and practical issue in postharvest entomology—reducing qualitative and quantitative losses in dolichos bean caused by bruchids. The comparison of traditional storage methods with hermetic triple-layer PICS bags provides valuable insights for smallholder farmers seeking cost-effective, chemical-free storage solutions. Given the increasing emphasis on sustainable agriculture and reduced pesticide dependence, the findings contribute meaningfully to the scientific community as well as extension programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable but slightly long and does not clearly highlight the comparative evaluation of storage systems.

Suggested alternative titles:

“Economic Evaluation of Improved Storage Technologies for Bruchid Management in Dolichos Bean”

“Benefit–Cost Analysis of Traditional vs. Hermetic Storage Bags for Bruchid Control in Dolichos Bean”

“Assessment of PICS and Traditional Storage Systems for Bruchid Management in Dolichos Bean: A Benefit–Cost Perspective”
	

	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 includes major components of the study
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally sound and follows a logical flow, but several areas need improvement:

Experimental design: Factorial CRD is appropriate, but replication details need clearer justification (36 bags → 3 replications × 12 treatments should be explicitly stated).

Results and discussion: While descriptive, the manuscript lacks statistical analysis (ANOVA, mean separation, significance values). Benefit–cost ratio alone does not constitute statistical validation.

Methodological clarity: Seed moisture, infestation level, storage environment, and conditions (temperature, RH) should be better described.

Conclusions: Well-written but could be strengthened by linking results to broader implications (e.g., adoption barriers, cost amortization).

Thus, while scientifically valid, the manuscript requires revisions to increase its rigor and clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains a good combination of classical and recent references (up to 2025). 
The citations related to PICS bag technology are appropriate and up to date.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable
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