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PART 1: Comments

	
	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 provides a comprehensive and timely review of the role of low-protein diets (LPD) and very-low-protein diets (VLPD) in the nutritional management of chronic kidney disease (CKD) and dialysis patients. Given the ongoing debate between delaying dialysis initiation and preventing malnutrition, this review contributes meaningful insights by synthesizing evidence from both clinical and mechanistic perspectives. The emphasis on plant-dominant, supplement-supported dietary approaches aligns with current trends in precision nutrition and sustainability. Therefore, this paper holds significant importance for nephrologists, dietitians, and clinical researchers aiming to optimize renal nutrition therapy and
improve patient outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Current Title: The Role of Low Protein Diet in Dialysis Nutrition Management: A Review
The title is generally appropriate and reflects the main content. However, it could be made slightly broader to better encompass both CKD and dialysis contexts.
Suggested Alternative:
"The Role of Low-Protein and Very-Low-Protein Diets in the Nutritional Management of Chronic Kidney Disease and Dialysis: A Comprehensive Review"
This revised title more accurately captures the scope and the comparative nature of the paper.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 clear, well-structured, and provides a concise summary of the study’s background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. It appropriately highlights the clinical implications of LPD/VLPD interventions.
Suggestions for Improvement:

Add specific data or effect sizes (e.g., reduction in dialysis initiation rate or improvement in biochemical markers) to strengthen the results section.

Mention key safety findings such as prevention of protein-energy wasting (PEW) under dietitian supervision.

The term “58 clinical and review studies” could be clarified as “58 peer-reviewed clinical and review studies” to emphasize source quality.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-grounded in current evidence. The mechanistic explanations for the benefits of protein restriction and the inclusion of both interventional and observational data enhance credibility. The authors appropriately acknowledge limitations such as study heterogeneity and short follow-up in some trials. However, the section organization could be improved slightly by ensuring clearer separation between
results, discussion, and practical recommendations for clinicians.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention
them in the review form.
	The references are recent (2023–2025), relevant, and comprehensive. They include major review papers and clinical studies. A few additional references could strengthen the section on plant-based diets and microbiome
interactions:
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	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is fluent and professional, suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical or formatting issues (e.g., spacing, capitalization inconsistencies like “an practiced” → “and practiced”) should be corrected
during copy-editing. Overall, readability is excellent.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments]Optional/General comments
	The manuscript is well-structured, evidence-driven, and clinically relevant.

Figures or tables summarizing LPD vs. VLPD outcomes (e.g., effects on GFR, proteinuria, nutritional indices) would further improve clarity.
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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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