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	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 a relevant and practical problem by developing and evaluating a mechanized castor seed shelling and separation machine incorporating a finite element analysis (FEA) of its shelling drum. The work has merit and contributes to the body of knowledge in agricultural engineering and rural mechanization. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative and reflects the scope of the work.


	

	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 is overly long and wordy. It should be condensed to about 200 words.
Example: The performance of the machine was evaluated using shelling efficiency (74–94.4%), seed recovery (25.2–59.4%), separation efficiency (64.8–96.8%), and percentage damage (4.8–57.2%). The optimal performance was observed at 260 rpm and 15 mm concave clearance.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript scientifically correct, however, below are my suggestions for improvement. 
· Combine discussion with results instead of listing raw results before analysing them. Also clarify the implications of low seed recovery and high percentage damage.

· Results should be statistically interpreted (e.g., standard deviation, ANOVA if applicable).

· Explain why the performance differs between BW and BWB varieties beyond just moisture content. Include possible varietal physical properties.

· Discuss FEA results with respect to practical durability and fatigue life, not just that stresses are below yield.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several of the citations in the manuscript are quite dated, and while foundational works have value, overreliance on older sources, some from the 1950s and 1980s weakens the scientific currency of the paper.

Please replace or supplement with current reviews or standards on sheller design (e.g., ASABE technical papers or recent IEEE agricultural machinery journals).  

	

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


	The manuscript is largely readable, however there are numerous grammatical issues, inconsistent tenses, and awkward phrasing need editing
	

	Optional/General comments


	The grid independence test is a critical missing element in the Finite Element Analysis (FEA) section of this manuscript.  In FEA, the accuracy of the solution depends on the mesh size and quality. A grid (or mesh) independence test ensures that the results (stress, strain, displacement, etc.) are not unduly influenced by mesh density. 

According the authors, the mesh was “automatically generated” by the software, but no justification was given. There is no mention of mesh refinement levels, element types (e.g., tetrahedral, hexahedral), or the convergence behaviour of key results (e.g., von Mises stress, displacement).

Please add the following 

· A grid convergence or mesh independence test section in the FEA methodology.

· At least three mesh densities (e.g., coarse, medium, fine) should be tested.

· A plot of key output values vs. number of elements/nodes (e.g., von Mises stress vs. mesh size) to show stabilisation.

· A clear justification for selecting the final mesh density.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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