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	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.


	Research in this area is needed to food processing and feed industries air quality improvement improve wet electrostatic precipitation equipment (WESP) in an industrial emission control measure. With great environmental regulations in place, it is likely to be the one most cost-effective air pollutant removal solution in comparison. In this work, strategies for design optimization, energy efficiency enhancement, and overall sustainable pollution control will serve industry, members of the scientist, and policymakers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title for the research, "Wet Electrostatic Precipitators in Food Processing Plants," simply evokes clear views but perhaps considers numbers of other topics rather than properly encapsulating the principal outcomes of the study. That was the instance of "efficiency, optimization, and environmental impact" for the animal feed industry.
Like Optimizing Wet Electrostatic Precipitators for Pollution Control in Food and Feed Processing Industries"
	

	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 covers the significant topics but needs to be a bit more concise and structured. Here are a few suggestions to improve it:

Suggested Improvements

Clarify the main problem: State directly the pollution problems experienced by the food and feed industries.

Emphasize WESP’s benefits: Highlighting removal of PM2.5, VOCs, and ammonia at early stages.

Streamline regulatory context: Strictness with environmental laws should be mentioned in short terms without extra details.

Summarize key findings: Briefly write WESP's contribution to improving the condition of air quality, efficiency, and compliance.

Remove redundant phrasing: Pollution causes regulation and is traditional pollution-control systems—discussing pollution without giving solution thinking.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It is scientific as it provides a strong foundation from the research, literature, and technical information regarding WESP Technology, air pollution control, and regulatory needs.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are usually adequate and feature recent research (Durrani et al. 2023; Moon et al., 2025). These cover WESP efficiency, pollution control, and industrial applications. Nevertheless:

There are some older references (pre-2015) that could be replaced by recent works.

CFD modeling showing improvement of discussion with flow fields would also be very useful.

By adding additional case studies on WESP used in food/feed processing, the practical part would be improved.
	

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


	This kind of language is mostly right for research communication but it could still be polished for more conciseness. From time to time, there are problems with wordiness, and phrasing that may be too formal in a scholarly composition.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is a research contribution that is sound and relevant, and dwells on present ecological topics related to food and feed processing. The basic review forming the gist of WESP technology is covered, but the scope of this review can be extended by making the language more crisp and quicker, enhancing the structure, and further refining gramma. Updating some old citations and scaffolding CFD modeling could give great strength to this paper. In all, it is a notable asset in the air pollution control research repositories.
Under the context of a Research Article, the paper portrayed scientific analysis, technological assessment, and optimization of Wet Electrostatic Precipitators (WESPs) in the food processing and feed processing industries. The study would become an Applied Research Paper if it had some experimental validation or case studies.

This paper is the presentation of a significant research study on a wet electrostatic precipitator (WESP) for air pollution control in food/feed processing operations. The work is well organized and supported by reference-, and minor changes are necessary toward improved clarity and concision, and to update some older references. Any conflict of interest should be mentioned if applicable. The overall research consists clearly an addition to knowledge and can be published with minor refinements.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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