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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive critical synthesis of artificial intelligence applications across the entire food industry value chain, from primary production to consumer-facing innovation. The review is particularly valuable as it moves beyond merely cataloguing technical capabilities to examine the institutional, economic, workforce, and ethical dimensions that shape real-world AI adoption—a perspective often underrepresented in the predominantly technical literature. By integrating evidence from food science, computer science, engineering, agricultural economics, and consumer behaviour, the manuscript offers an interdisciplinary framework that will inform academic research agendas and practical decision-making for food industry stakeholders, regulators, and policymakers alike. The critical approach to identifying persistent challenges—including data quality issues, model interpretability, infrastructural inequality, and consumer trust—provides a balanced assessment that will help guide future research priorities and governance frameworks in this rapidly evolving field. 
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	


PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is clear, accurate, and appropriately reflects the scope and critical nature of the review. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract effectively summarises the review's scope, methodology, key findings across domains, and critical conclusions regarding the mediating role of non-technical factors in AI adoption. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript demonstrates methodological rigour, accurate representation of the cited literature, appropriate contextualisation of technical claims, and balanced critical analysis. The narrative review approach is justified given the breadth and heterogeneity of the field. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references are comprehensive (43 sources), highly recent (2018–2026), drawn from reputable peer-reviewed journals, and appropriately cover all domains addressed in the review. The inclusion of authoritative institutional reports (e.g., Food Standards Agency Science Council) adds valuable regulatory perspective. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. The manuscript contains no ethical concerns. The authors have properly declared AI-assisted tool usage (Grammarly and ChatGPT for grammar, language refinement, and reference formatting) and have appropriately taken full responsibility for the final content. Competing interests are properly declared. 
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