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	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 problem of postharvest losses in pulses, particularly chickpea and pigeonpea. By scientifically validating the effectiveness of triple-layer Purdue Improved Crop Storage (PICS) bags under controlled storage conditions, the study contributes valuable evidence supporting chemical-free, sustainable storage technologies. The findings are relevant for researchers in postharvest technology, entomology, and seed science, as well as for extension agencies and policymakers promoting climate-smart and farmer-friendly innovations. Overall, the study strengthens the scientific basis for wider adoption of hermetic storage systems to reduce food losses and improve seed quality.
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	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the core objective of the study. However, it can be slightly refined for clarity and scientific precision.

Suggested alternative title :

“Efficacy of Triple-Layer Purdue Improved Crop Storage (PICS) Bags in Reducing Bruchid Damage and Maintaining Seed Quality of Chickpea and Pigeonpea”
	

	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 mostly comprehensive and clearly presents the background, objective, methodology, and key findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, and the experimental design, methodology, and statistical analyses are appropriate for the stated objectives. The use of replicated treatments, standard germination tests, and ANOVA strengthens the reliability of the results. Interpretation of findings is consistent with existing literature on hermetic storage and bruchid biology. Minor issues such as occasional repetition, small grammatical inconsistencies, and formatting errors do not detract from the scientific validity but should be corrected during revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and include several well cited and authoritative studies on hermetic storage, PICS technology, and bruchid management. The inclusion of relatively recent studies (up to 2020) is appropriate. However, the authors may consider adding one or two very recent reviews (post-2020) on hermetic storage or postharvest loss reduction to further strengthen the literature base, if available.
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	The language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication.
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