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	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.


	The scope of this article is highly relevant because, by evaluating the impact of genotype and its interactions on milling performance, it analyzes the biochemical characteristics (including protein, total phenolic content, and antioxidant activity) of whole grain, dehulled grain, and milling byproduct and its fractions. It also assesses the biochemical attributes of different field pea cultivars before and after milling, providing insights to discriminate specific cultivar differences and their implications for food processing and nutrition. The results can contribute to the effective use of peas in human food by adding nutritional and commercial value to the harvested product of pea cultivation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and consistent with the scope and objectives of the article.
	

	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 article's abstract is adequate and faithfully expresses all the topics of the article, from introduction, methodology, treatments, results and conclusions. The abstract's formatting satisfactorily addresses all the activities carried out during the experiment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is written clearly and is easy to understand by different audiences. The article's topics are chronologically appropriate. The sentence construction is concise and satisfactorily reflects the facts narrated in the different phases of the experiment.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliographical references are compatible with the scope of the article, in quantitative and qualitative terms, satisfactorily meeting the theoretical framework on the subject addressed.
Please confirm the year of publication: 2015 or 2016

Michaels, T.E. (2015). Grain legumes and their dietary impact: Overview. In: The World of Food Grains, Vol. 1–4, Elsevier Inc., pp. 265–273. DOI: 10.1016/B978-0-12-394437-5.00040-1.


	

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


	The article is written clearly and is easy to understand by different audiences. The article's topics are chronologically appropriate. The sentence construction is concise and satisfactorily reflects the facts narrated in the different phases of the experiment.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1 - Introduction - The article's introduction is adequate and well-founded, providing a detailed context on the importance of peas as a source of human food. The description of the research problem and the state of the art on the subject, available in the literature, are adequate. The contextualization of the importance of the crop is clearly established as a vital oilseed and legume, belonging to the Fabaceae family. The description of the research problem is adequate, emphasizing the importance of pea processing as a source of human food, notably through the possibility of increasing the nutritional density of peas, from the selection of more promising genotypes with higher nutritional value.

2 - Materials and Methods – The methodology is adequately detailed. The topics in Materials and Methods clearly describe the techniques used for sample preparation, laboratory-scale grinding, and biochemical analyses, allowing for the reproducibility of the procedures adopted in the execution of the experiment. The study clearly highlights that the composition varies significantly among the genotypes (cultivars) examined, both in terms of dal recovery, protein content, and TPC/TAA. The statistical analyses were adequate and allowed for the proper decomposition of the data obtained, which facilitated their discussion and comparison with the data available in the scientific literature correlated with the scope of the article. The response variables were adequate and made it possible to discriminate the chemical characteristics of the evaluated genotypes.

3 - Results and Discussion – The results were presented in an appropriate chronological order. The Tables and Figures are self-explanatory and easy for the reader of the article to understand. The discussion of the results presented in the article is highly adequate in light of the data obtained, as it establishes a clear and coherent correlation between the biochemical analyses performed and the physical impact of the milling process. The discussion of the results was supported by bibliographic references relevant to the scope of the article. The discussion is not limited to reporting the findings, but also puts them in perspective with previous research, which is an appropriate procedure for the scientific discussion of the data obtained. One strong point of the discussion is how the data are used to reshape the perception of the milling byproduct, which is traditionally used as low-value animal feed. In general, the discussion of the results seems consistent with the scope of the article, as it explains and relates the mechanisms underlying the observed changes (husk removal, concentration by particle size) and draws practical and innovative conclusions directly supported by the quantitative data obtained for each genotype and fraction analyzed.

4 - Conclusions – The conclusions are clear and aligned with the scope of the article and supported by the results obtained during the experiment. However, we suggest excluding the following text: Fieldpea is often consumed as whole, or dehusked splits (dal) or powder prepared from dal. Husk removal through abrasive surfaces is an essential process of field pea milling, which produces dal and milling byproduct. In the study, biochemical analysis of field pea milling byproduct and its fractions were determined to assess its suitability for edible use. Presently it is consumed as low value cattle feed - which describes information already present in the article's introduction, where the authors refer to contextualization and the state of the art regarding the scope of the article, and cannot be considered as conclusions.
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