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	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 explores "Yellow Split Pea" as a viable, non-allergenic alternative to soy and dairy-based proteins, addressing the growing global demand for sustainable plant-based diets. It provides a clear methodology for transforming pea milk into a tofu-like product, offering a functional food option for individuals with soy allergies. Furthermore, the study demonstrates how the incorporation of spices can effectively mask the "beany" off-flavors typically associated with legumes, thereby increasing consumer acceptability of plant-derived meat/cheese substitutes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It is concise and accurately reflects the core objectives and findings of the study.

Alternative Suggestion (Optional): "Nutritional and Sensory Profile of a Soy-Free Spicy Tofu Developed from Yellow Split Pea (Pisum sativum L.)" to emphasize the "soy-free" benefit and include the botanical name.
	

	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, it is comprehensive. It covers the aims, methodology, key results, and conclusions.

Suggestions:

Addition: It is recommended to include the specific concentration of the coagulant (Magnesium Chloride) used in the abstract, as this is a critical processing parameter.

Addition: Briefly mention the specific protein and carbohydrate percentages obtained to provide immediate quantitative value to the reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
Yes, it is scientifically sound. The researchers employed standard AOAC methods for proximate analysis and recognized Hedonic scales for sensory evaluation. The use of ANOVA and significance testing at (P < .05) ensures that the data interpretation is statistically valid. The methodology follows a logical progression from raw material preparation to final product testing.
	

	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 cover the necessary background. They range from foundational texts (1999) to recent studies (2021-2023).

Suggestions: While the references are good, adding 2-3 more citations from 2023-2024 regarding "Pulse protein texturization" would further enhance the currency of the literature review.
	

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


	The quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The technical terms are used correctly, and the flow is logical.

Minor Correction: There are instances of repetitive phrasing in the Results and Discussion sections (e.g., repeating data regarding carbohydrate and protein content in back-to-back paragraphs). A minor editorial pass to remove redundancies would improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is highly practical and provides a low-cost solution for producing protein-rich meat alternatives.

To strengthen future studies, increasing the sensory panel size (currently 10 members) would provide a more robust representation of general consumer preference.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were identified. The study involves standard food processing and sensory testing with human participants, which is common in food science. No animal testing was involved.
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