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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by presenting an innovative AI-driven framework for nutrition analysis that integrates multimodal intelligence, Retrieval-Augmented Generation, and high-speed large language model deployment. Its significance lies in improving the reliability, scalability, and contextual accuracy of automated dietary assessment in real-world settings. The study also responds to the growing need for trustworthy and practical AI applications in health and nutrition. Overall, it offers meaningful interdisciplinary value for future research in artificial intelligence, nutrition science, and digital health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable because it reflects the manuscript’s central focus on an AI-powered nutrition insight system that combines Retrieval-Augmented Generation, multimodal processing, and Groq-based LLM inference. The title is also consistent with the paper’s stated objective of generating accurate, context-aware, and reliable nutritional insights from structured and unstructured dietary inputs. However, for a more concise and academic presentation, a stronger alternative title could be “Multimodal RAG-Based Nutrition Insight System for Dietary Analysis.”
	

	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 generally comprehensive because it presents the problem, the proposed AI-based solution, the main system components, and the overall contribution of the study. However, it would be stronger if it briefly added the evaluation setting and 1–2 specific quantitative findings on accuracy, latency, or retrieval performance, since the current wording uses broad phrases such as “big improvements” without enough precision. It would also be better to replace informal expressions like “quick, scalable, and smart” with more academic language and remove any minor repetition in the concluding sentence. Overall, the abstract is sound, but adding clearer methodological and result-oriented details would improve its scientific quality and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically promising but not fully correct in its current form. Its overall framework, evaluation logic, and reported findings on parsing accuracy, RAG reliability, and system latency are coherent and relevant for an AI-based nutrition application, but there is a major methodological inconsistency in the Dataset Preparation section: the manuscript states that the experiments used the PANDA resized training dataset of prostate cancer histopathology images, which is unrelated to a nutrition insight system and therefore seriously weakens the scientific validity of the methods description. At the same time, the rest of the manuscript evaluates meal descriptions, food-item matching, nutrient estimation, and dietary question answering, which suggests that the dataset section may have been inserted incorrectly and should be replaced with the actual nutrition-related dataset and protocol. After correcting this mismatch and clarifying the real data sources, sample construction, and validation procedure, the manuscript would become scientifically much stronger.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and reasonably recent, but they could be strengthened for a paper on AI-enabled nutrition analysis. The current list contains 16 references, with a useful core of recent work, but it still relies heavily on foundational NLP/ML papers and has comparatively fewer nutrition-specific validation studies and recent health-RAG papers; in addition, there is one citation accuracy problem that should be corrected, because reference [10] is the ICMR dietary guideline in the reference list but is also cited in the methods section as the Kaggle PANDA dataset, which is inconsistent. To improve the manuscript, I suggest adding a few highly relevant recent sources such as Lo et al. (2024), Dietary Assessment With Multimodal ChatGPT: A Systematic Analysis, Chotwanvirat et al. (2024), Automated Artificial Intelligence-Based Thai Food Dietary Assessment System: Development and Validation, Yan et al. (2025), DietAI24 as a framework for comprehensive nutrition estimation using multimodal large language models, and Amugongo et al. (2025), Retrieval augmented generation for large language models in healthcare: A systematic review. Also, since the manuscript says the RAG module uses WHO guideline documents, those WHO sources should be cited explicitly in the reference list.
	

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


	The English is generally understandable but not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript has a clear overall academic direction, but it still contains several language issues that should be corrected before submission, including informal wording in the abstract such as “big improvements” and “quick, scalable, and smart,” missing spaces after punctuation, run-on sentences, inconsistent capitalization and hyphenation, and several compressed sentences in the discussion and conclusion that reduce readability and professional tone. Examples include “nutrition insights.Compared,” “methods.The,” “variations.To,” and long merged passages in the discussion and conclusion, all of which indicate that the paper would benefit from careful grammatical editing and academic polishing. Overall, the manuscript is promising in content, but a thorough English language revision is recommended to meet the standard of scholarly publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses a timely and relevant problem by combining multimodal AI, fuzzy matching, and retrieval-augmented generation for nutrition analysis, and its overall architecture is innovative and practically meaningful for digital health applications. The experimental results are promising, particularly in relation to response reliability, nutritional estimation, and low system latency, which suggests good applied potential. However, the paper still requires careful revision before publication, especially to correct the major methodological inconsistency in the dataset description, improve the precision of the abstract and methods, and strengthens the English for scholarly presentation. Overall, the study has clear merit and interdisciplinary value, but its scientific contribution would be much stronger after these issues are addressed clearly and systematically.
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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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