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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 present manuscript makes a significant contribution to the existing literature on the subject by underscoring the pivotal role of Kluyveromyces lactis in the standardisation of the technological process involved in the production of goat milk cheeses. The results obtained provide a robust foundation for the development of innovative dairy products with health benefits that can meet the growing demand for digestive and nutraceutical alternatives. Moreover, the work provides a valuable framework for future research on the optimisation of microbial cultures used in the cheese industry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title may imply that K. lactis is employed as a "starter culture" for fermentation, though the text suggests otherwise, indicating that it is in fact a source of microbial rennet. The term "development and standardization" is sufficiently general to encompass a broad range of processes and methodologies. The title does not explicitly address the sensory or nutritional approach, which are pivotal components of the study.
	

	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.


	In abstract, the initial sentences reiterate the notion that goat milk was utilised in the production of the cheese. However, the purpose, method, results and conclusions remain ambiguous. 

It is imperative to explicitly delineate the objective (development and standardisation of goat milk cheeses using K. lactis) and underscore the fact that the T4 variant was the most highly regarded, and that the cheese obtained has a valuable nutritional composition. 

The following information is displayed: "Store the cheese in the refrigerator at 40°C". It is hypothesised that the error in question is a drafting error, with the temperature being indicated as 40°C when it should be 4°C.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It is evident that further elucidation is required in order to fully comprehend the function of Kluyveromyces lactis. That microbial rennet derived from K. lactis was used; however, its comparative impact compared to other methods is not clearly demonstrated.

In the section entitled Material and methods, a concise characterisation of the microbial rennet, derived from Kluyveromyces lactis, should be provided, encompassing its source, properties and cultivation conditions.

In point 2.3, further details are required concerning the preparation of the milk. This includes the temperature at which the culture is seeded, the time of action, the milk pH of the coagulant enzyme inoculation, and the duration of the coagulation process.

In point 2.6, the number of participants involved in the sensory analysis is not specified.

In Conclusions: the purpose of the study was to use K. lactis for the development and standardization of goat milk cheeses, but the conclusions do not mention this aspect at all. The text does not provide sufficient emphasis on the significance of the results for the industry, public health, or future research.

A clear comparison between cheeses obtained with and without K. lactis could be added.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A number of articles predating the 1990s are included; with the majority of the bibliography consisting of more recent works.
	

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


	The article under review demonstrates a linguistic quality that is appropriate for academic discourse.
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