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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.


	This manuscript presents significant findings on the nutritional characterization and potential applications of protein-rich fractions derived from broken rice, a byproduct of bioethanol production. By highlighting the high protein content and favorable sensory attributes of the protein-rich fraction (PRF), the study contributes valuable insights into sustainable food sources and waste reduction strategies in the agro-food industry. The research highlights the potential of utilizing underexploited agricultural byproducts to address protein malnutrition, particularly in low- and middle-income countries. Furthermore, the findings may inspire further investigations into the functional properties of PRF and its incorporation into various food formulations, thereby advancing the field of food science and nutrition.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Nutritional characterization and food application potential of protein-rich fraction (PRF) derived from broken rice post-bioethanol production," may be suitable but can be adjusted to enhance clarity and conciseness. An alternative title could be: "Nutritional and Sensory Evaluation of Protein-Rich Fraction from Broken Rice After Bioethanol Production." 
	

	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 well written as it conveys the important information about the contents of the article 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This article appears to be scientifically sound. The methods used for proximate analyses are established, ensuring the reliability of the data. The Sensory method is also suitable for this research. The use of replicates also enhances the reliability of the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references span 2005 and 2023, which is commendable. To enhance the reference list, consider adding the following recent studies that focus on protein-rich plant foods.
1. Tang J, Yao D, Xia S, Cheong L, Tu M. Recent progress in plant-based proteins: From extraction and modification methods to applications in the food industry. Food Chem X. 2024 Jun 10;23:101540. doi: 10.1016/j.fochx.2024.101540. PMID: 39007110; PMCID: PMC11239452.
2. Rashwan, Ahmed K., et al. "Plant-based proteins: advanced extraction technologies, interactions, physicochemical and functional properties, food and related applications, and health benefits." Critical Reviews in Food Science and Nutrition 65.4 (2025): 667-694.
3. Singh, A. K., Elango, D., Raigne, J., Van der Laan, L., Rairdin, A., Soregaon, C., & Singh, A. (2025). Plant‐based protein crops and their improvement: Current status and future perspectives. Crop Science, 65(1), e21389.
4. Liang, Y., Zhang, P., Liu, M., Liu, H., He, B., Zhu, Y., & Wang, J. (2025). Plant-based protein amyloid fibrils: Origins, formation, extraction, applications, and safety. Food Chemistry, 469, 142559.
5. Li, M., Zou, L., Zhang, L., Ren, G., Liu, Y., Zhao, X., & Qin, P. (2025). Plant-based proteins: advances in their sources, digestive profiles in vitro and potential health benefits. Critical Reviews in Food Science and Nutrition, 65(10), 1929-1949.
	

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


	The language appears to be suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The author mentioned that sensory panelists were semi-trained. It would be helpful to provide a section that describes the training and purpose of the training given to the panelists before the sample evaluation. 
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Joshua Oheji Otugbeikwu, The Ohio State University, United States of America

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

