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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 article explores technological advancements driving a new era of intelligent processing in the food processing sector. It also examines the concept of screening and separation automation from an artificial intelligence (AI) perspective and examines the hierarchical relationships among the various challenges food processing companies face in implementing advanced screening solutions with the help of the VAXO technique embedded in the ISM methodology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of this article is appropriate
	

	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.

	This article's abstract is not comprehensive enough.
I suggest adding more details about the research findings, weaknesses, and theoretical and practical recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	This manuscript is scientifically sound, as it includes the background, problem, objectives, benefits, theoretical review, and research findings. It also provides suggestions for future research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are inadequate because they do not include: author's name, year of writing, title of article/book, name of journal/publisher, volume and page.
	

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

	The quality of English in the article is suitable for scientific communication.


	

	Optional/General comments

	Overall, this article is quite good.
However:
1. The abstract needs to be supplemented with research findings, weaknesses, and suggestions for future research.
2. The discussion needs to be explored more deeply to truly provide scientific information, particularly regarding the scientific review of feed processing.
3. The literature sources require more attention because they must be valid: name, year, article/book title, journal/publisher name.
	











	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
There are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
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