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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 timely topic, as post-harvest losses remain a major challenge for global food security, particularly in developing regions. By providing a comprehensive overview of hermetic storage technologies, the paper highlights practical, non-chemical solutions that can significantly reduce grain losses while maintaining quality and safety. The synthesis of existing knowledge on mechanisms, benefits, and limitations makes it a useful reference for researchers, extension workers, and policymakers working in post-harvest management. Furthermore, the manuscript contributes to the growing body of literature promoting sustainable and environmentally friendly alternatives to conventional chemical-based storage methods.
	Sincerely thank for the positive and constructive comments.


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. It effectively communicates the focus on hermetic storage technologies and their role in protecting stored grains. However, it could be slightly improved by making it more engaging or by hinting at the review nature of the paper (e.g., adding “A Review” at the end).


	Revised accordingly

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The abstract gives a reasonable overview of the topic and briefly explains the purpose and main idea of hermetic storage technologies. However, it is somewhat general and could be more structured and informative. It would benefit from including clearer reference to the scope of the review, as well as highlighting key findings or conclusions more explicitly. Additionally, the language could be tightened to improve clarity and scientific precision.


	Thank you for the valuable suggestion.

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The keywords are generally relevant to the topic of the manuscript and reflect the main subject areas, such as hermetic storage, PICS bags, and grain storage. However, they are somewhat limited in number and could be more precise and standardized. For example, including additional widely used terms like “post-harvest losses,” “food security,” or “stored grain pests” would improve discoverability and usefulness for indexing purposes.


	Revised accordingly

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The background section is generally well developed and provides a solid overview of post-harvest losses and the need for alternative storage solutions. It is logically structured and introduces the problem in a way that justifies the focus on hermetic storage technologies. However, in some parts the flow could be improved, as certain ideas are repeated or slightly overstated, which affects overall conciseness and clarity.


	Thank you for the suggestion.

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript does not explicitly state clear research objectives in a dedicated section or in a concise form within the introduction. While the overall aim of the paper can be inferred (to review hermetic storage technologies and their applications), it is not formally or clearly articulated. Adding a clearly defined objective statement would significantly improve the structure and scientific clarity of the paper.


	Thank you for the valuable suggestion. A clear and concise objective statement has been added to improve the structure and clarity of the manuscript.

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The literature review is generally relevant and well aligned with the topic of hermetic storage technologies for grain protection. It covers key areas such as insect control, fungal suppression, different storage systems, and practical applications. The cited studies are mostly appropriate and support the main arguments of the manuscript. However, in some sections the discussion becomes slightly descriptive rather than critically synthesized, so a more analytical comparison of studies would strengthen it further.


	Thank you for the valuable suggestion.

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The literature includes a good number of recent sources, especially from the last 5–10 years, which is appropriate for a review on agricultural storage technologies. This shows that the manuscript is generally up to date with current research trends. However, there are also a few older references and some reliance on secondary or non-peer-reviewed sources, which slightly reduces the overall strength. A stronger focus on the most recent peer-reviewed studies would further improve the quality.
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	Sincerely thank for the positive and constructive comments.

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1 (Poor)

The manuscript does not explain any clear literature search methodology. There is no description of how the sources were selected, what databases were used, what keywords or time frame were considered, or any inclusion/exclusion criteria. Since this is a review paper, the absence of a defined methodology weakens its scientific rigor and reproducibility. Adding a short “Methodology for Literature Review” section would significantly improve the paper.


	Thank you for the valuable suggestion, But prepared according to the book chapter.

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The manuscript does include a broad discussion of published studies, but the analysis is mostly descriptive rather than deeply critical. While the findings from different studies are presented, there is limited comparison, evaluation of contradictions, or discussion of limitations in the existing research. Strengthening the critical perspective would improve the academic depth of the review.


	Thank you for the suggestion. The manuscript has been revised to include more critical analysis, comparisons, and discussion of limitations.

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The paper does a reasonably good job of highlighting limitations and suggesting future developments, particularly in the sections on limitations and future scope. It identifies relevant issues such as cost, adoption barriers, storage conditions, and technological improvements. However, the research gaps could be made more explicit and better structured, rather than embedded within general discussion.


	Thank you for the valuable suggestion.

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The conclusions are generally well aligned with the content of the manuscript and logically summarize the key points discussed in the paper. They clearly reflect the benefits of hermetic storage technologies and their importance in post-harvest management. However, the conclusion section is somewhat repetitive and could be more concise, with a stronger emphasis on synthesis rather than restating earlier sections.


	Thank you for the valuable suggestion.

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The manuscript includes a dedicated section on limitations, which is a strong point. It appropriately highlights practical constraints such as moisture sensitivity, mechanical damage, adoption barriers, and scalability issues. However, the section could be improved by being more structured and by clearly separating technical limitations from socio-economic and implementation-related challenges.


	Thank you for the valuable suggestion.

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The references include a mix of peer-reviewed journal articles and some grey literature sources (e.g., reports and web-based materials). While many citations are from reputable journals and are relevant, there are inconsistencies in formatting and some reliance on non-peer-reviewed sources. Improving consistency, ensuring proper citation style, and prioritizing high-quality peer-reviewed studies would strengthen the academic reliability of the manuscript.


	The references have been revised for consistency

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The manuscript is generally understandable and communicates the main ideas effectively. However, there are several grammatical issues, repetitive phrasing, and occasional awkward sentence structures that affect readability. Some sections would benefit from tighter academic writing, improved transitions, and proofreading to enhance clarity and professionalism.


	The manuscript has been carefully proofread and revised to improve language, clarity, and readability.


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	Thank you for your positive feedback on the title.

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No (partially comprehensive)
The abstract provides a general overview of the topic, but it is too broad and lacks specific academic structure.

Suggestion for improvement:
The abstract should be revised to more clearly state the scope of the review, briefly summarize key findings or themes (e.g., effectiveness, limitations, and applications of hermetic storage), and end with a stronger concluding statement. It should also be more concise and avoid overly general statements in order to improve scientific clarity and impact.


	Thank you for the suggestion.

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	Thank you for your positive evaluation of the manuscript.

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but with room for improvement
The manuscript includes a sufficient number of references and many of them are recent and relevant to the topic. Most key areas are supported by published research articles, which strengthens the review.

Suggestion for improvement:
The reference list should be refined by reducing reliance on non-peer-reviewed or web-based sources and ensuring more consistent formatting. Additionally, increasing the proportion of very recent peer-reviewed studies (last 5 years) and ensuring balanced citation across all sections would further improve the academic quality and credibility of the manuscript.


	Thank you for the suggestion. carefully reviewed the reference list and made minor improvements in formatting consistency. While some non-peer-reviewed sources have been retained due to their relevance and practical importance

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	no
	Thank you
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