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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and practically relevant topic, namely the protection of rice against storage insect pests. The results presented could be of interest to researchers and practitioners in this field. Nevertheless, the manuscript requires substantial revisions before it can be considered for publication. In particular, the discussion lacks sufficient references to related studies, and the bibliography is too limited to adequately support the objectives. Expanding the literature review and strengthening the reference base would greatly improve the scientific quality and contextualization of the work. The inclusion of relevant images or figures would also be useful to support the discussions and improve the clarity of the presentation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects well the aim of the study; however, it could be improved. I would recommend avoiding the use of the word ‘paddy’ and replacing it with ‘rice’ for better clarity and wider international understanding.
	

	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 needs further improvement. I suggest including at least one introductory sentence and one concluding sentence that stand apart from the description of materials, methods, and results. This would improve the structure and readability of the abstract and better highlight the significance of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From the perspective of the experimental design and the application of the methodology, the study is appropriate. However, the explanation of both the method and the results is rather difficult to follow. A simple restructuring would be helpful: in addition to the narrative presentation of the data shown in the tables, a clearer explanation and references to other studies should be included. This would make the results easier to interpret and place them in a broader scientific context.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are neither sufficient, nor correctly cited, nor written according to scientific standards. I recommend that the statements in the introduction be supported by appropriate references, and that the results be compared with findings from similar studies.
	

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


	The English language is generally correct; nevertheless, a revision is recommended to improve the academic style and the overall organization of the text.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from significant improvements, especially in terms of presenting the current state of knowledge on the topic, expanding the bibliography, and ensuring compliance with academic formatting standards.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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