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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Comments

1. Title and Abstract

Issues & Suggestions:

· The abstract has grammatical issues and lacks conciseness.

· Replace unclear phrases like "This work provides a reliable model..." with more precise language.

· Clarify how shelf life was quantified — the abstract implies it's equivalent to moisture content, which is a parameter but not a direct shelf life measure.

2. Introduction

Issues:

· The section drifts into generalities (e.g., global onion production, health benefits) without directly linking to the objective.

· Too much historical and nutritional detail unrelated to ANN modeling or shelf life.

· Redundancies like the drying objectives are repeated.

Suggestions:

· Shorten non-technical content.

· Reorganize to focus on:

· The challenge of moisture prediction for shelf life.

· Why ANN is suited for modeling non-linear drying behavior.

· Clearly state the research gap: e.g., lack of models for onions specifically.

3. Materials and Methods

Issues:

· No experimental design layout (e.g., replicates, randomization).

· Moisture content formula is not properly typed.

· Drying conditions are not well-justified — why were those temperatures selected?

· Lack of mention of data normalization or pre-processing before feeding to ANN.

Suggestions:

· Add equations in standard format with variable definitions (use subscripts and units).

· Justify selection of drying temperatures (e.g., literature-based or preliminary trials?).

· Mention how data were split (70-15-15) in this section, not just in the results.

· Explain if data were scaled or normalized before training.

4. ANN Model Development

Issues:

· The ANN structure lacks a visual schematic that clearly labels inputs, hidden neurons, and outputs.

· No mention of overfitting prevention techniques aside from early stopping.

· No explanation of why 10 neurons were optimal.

· "Slice thickness" is mentioned in the conclusion but not consistently used or discussed as an input parameter.

Suggestions:

· Clarify model selection: how many architectures were tested and on what basis was 3-10-1 selected?

· Add a flowchart or block diagram of ANN configuration with layer details.

· Discuss hyperparameter tuning if any was performed.

· Either remove slice thickness or consistently include it throughout.

5. Results and Discussion

Issues:

· No statistical comparison between ANN and conventional models (e.g., multiple linear regression).

· Regression plots (Figures 3, 6) not described in enough detail — what do they show in terms of overfitting?

· Shelf life is equated to moisture content, but there is no discussion of validation through actual storage experiments.

· Discussion lacks interpretation of errors or biases.

· Figure captions are inadequate — do not explain figure contents fully.

Suggestions:

· Include a baseline model (e.g., empirical or linear) for comparison.

· Clarify that the "shelf life" prediction is via final moisture ratio and justify this surrogate approach.

· Discuss limitations: model extrapolation, generalizability, need for external validation.

· Include more discussion of the physical meaning of the model outputs.

6. Conclusion and Recommendations

Issues:

· The conclusion is repetitive, overly general, and includes minor grammatical errors.

· It introduces “slice thickness” which was not modeled.

Suggestions:

· Provide more actionable insights — e.g., how industry can use this model.

· Revise recommendation to emphasize data diversity, cross-validation, and real-time testing.

7. References

Issues:

· Some references are outdated (before 2005).

· Several are repeated (e.g., Mitra et al., 2012).

· Inconsistencies in formatting: some use full journal names, others abbreviations.

Suggestions:

· Use more recent ANN applications in food drying (e.g., 2019–2024).

· Format references uniformly (APA or journal-specific style).

· Remove duplicates and verify that all cited references are used in the text.

Minor Issues and Typos

· “tangent sigmond” → should be “tangent sigmoid”.

· “slice thickness” mentioned in conclusion but missing from data/methods.

· Use of “Onions is” → should be “Onions are”.

· Capitalization inconsistent (e.g., “Artificial Neural Network” should not be capitalized throughout unless used as abbreviation ANN).

· Moisture ratio and shelf life should be clearly differentiated and defined.

· Equation numbering and formatting should be standardized and verified.

Recommendation: MAJOR REVISION

The manuscript demonstrates a valuable application of ANN in shelf life prediction of onions, but requires significant clarification, organization, validation, and cleanup to meet scientific standards for publication.
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