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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 is significant as it offers a practical pathway for supporting agricultural waste, contributing to the development of nutrient-dense functional foods and promoting a more sustainable food production system.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the study objectives.


	

	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.


	Yes, but there is a numerical inconsistency between the abstract and the results section regarding the antioxidant activity of the lentil milling byproduct fractions. In the abstract, the antioxidant value for the >1 mm fraction of variety IPL-316 is reported as 2104.15 mmol TE/100g, while in the Results and Discussion section, it is correctly stated as 210.41 mmol TE/100g. This tenfold difference suggests a typographical or unit error (most likely a misplaced decimal point). Please revise the abstract to ensure numerical consistency with the data presented in the results section and verify the accuracy of units across all sections.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study demonstrates a solid and well-designed methodology, integrating both physical and biochemical analyses, with appropriate use of statistical tools. These methodological strengths add credibility to the work. However, the manuscript’s overall reliability is weakened by several inconsistencies in data presentation and nomenclature.

Firstly, there is confusion in the naming of lentil varieties, as both IPL-406/IPL-316 and IPL-416/IPL-306 appear interchangeably in different sections of the paper—including the abstract, results, and figure captions. The authors should carefully review and standardize the variety names throughout the manuscript.

Secondly, there is a numerical discrepancy in the reported antioxidant activity values between the abstract and the main results. This inconsistency needs correction to maintain accuracy and coherence in data reporting.
The statistical notation in the tables (letters or superscripts) is not explained. For clarity and transparency, a footnote should be added beneath each table specifying the meaning of these letters (e.g., values followed by different letters differ significantly at p < 0.05 )
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is adequate.
 The references should be unified and follow the journal guidelines.
	

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


	To some extent
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-designed and scientifically relevant study addressing the valorization of lentil milling byproducts — an important topic with clear industrial and sustainability implications. The methodological approach is comprehensive, effectively combining physical and biochemical analyses, and the use of PCA adds analytical strength. The distinction between coarse, phenol-rich fractions and fine, protein-rich fractions is a particularly valuable outcome.

However, the manuscript requires refinement to reach publishable quality. The most critical issues include the inconsistency in variety names (IPL-406 vs. IPL-416) and the discrepancy in antioxidant activity values between the abstract and results. Clarifying these will strengthen data reliability.

The discussion should also be deepened to explain the biological rationale behind the distribution of phenolics and proteins among the milling fractions. Adding concise methodological clarifications and a brief future perspective would further enhance the paper’s impact.

Overall, this work presents a solid foundation with meaningful results. After addressing the noted inconsistencies and enriching the discussion, the manuscript will represent a valuable contribution to food science and sustainable processing research.
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