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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments 1-The manuscript is important for the scientific community, especially within the agricultural and
food industries. It addresses a critical need for efficient grain sieving technology, which has the
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? potential to enhance productivity, reduce labor costs, and improve the quality and purity of grain
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) products.
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? 2- The title "Design and Development of a Double-Layer Grain Sieving Machine" accurately reflects
(If not please suggest an alternative title) the content and scope of the manuscript.
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 3- The abstract is comprehensive. It provides a clear overview of the importance of grain sieving,
the design and development process of the machine, and its performance metrics, including
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? capacity and efficiency.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 4- The subsections and structure of the manuscript are appropriate. It includes an introduction,
detailed design and development process, performance evaluation, and conclusion, all of which are
6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of logically organized.
additional references, please mention in the review form.
5- The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The design and development of the sieving
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide machine are based on sound engineering principles, and the performance evaluation methods are
additional suggestions/comments) appropriately described and executed.
6- The references are sufficient and recent. They cover relevant previous studies on mechanized
sieving technology and other related topics.
Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly The language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communications. The
communications? manuscript is well-written, clear, and concise.
Optional/General comments

The research is not original, but it is a labor-intensive study.It may be better to include more

detailed schematics or diagrams of the screening machine in the article to increase clarity.

Statistical analysis is recommended. | recommend that the developed machine be compared with

existing technologies in terms of efficiency.

PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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