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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript makes an important contribution by studying how ghee residue (GR), a dairy by-product that is often underused, can be better utilized. By examining GR samples from different local dairies, the study provides useful information about differences in their quality. These findings can help set quality standards and encourage the use of GR in developing new, value-added food products. Overall, the research supports current goals in sustainability, reducing waste, and improving nutrition, and it adds meaningful knowledge to the field of food science and dairy technology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and descriptive.
	

	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 and includes the main findings of the study. However, a small language correction would make it smoother. The sentence “the variations in various quality attributes in GR samples it might be due the raw material...” could be rewritten as:

“The observed differences in quality attributes are likely due to variations in the raw materials, processing methods, and heating conditions used during ghee preparation.”
It would also be helpful to clearly mention that sample GR1 showed the best overall quality and was identified as the most suitable for developing value-added products. This would make the abstract stronger and more impactful.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and well-designed. The methodology follows recognized standard procedures, and the use of a Completely Randomized Design (CRD) is appropriate for the study objectives. The statistical analysis appears correctly applied, and the results are presented in a clear and organized manner. The discussion effectively interprets the findings in light of relevant literature, and the conclusions are well supported by the presented data.
	

	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.
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript is generally well-written and easy to understand. However, a few minor grammatical and phrasing issues should be addressed to improve readability and professionalism. For instance, the phrase “longed duration” should be corrected to “long duration” or “prolonged heating,” and “happens due to heating” would be better expressed as “occurs during heating” or “results from heating.” A careful proofreading is recommended to ensure linguistic accuracy and consistency throughout the paper.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-designed and meaningful study. Before publication, the authors could strengthen the manuscript by making a few improvements:

· Methodology: Please provide more details about the number of replications conducted for each analysis and the number and background of the sensory panelists involved. This information will improve the transparency and reproducibility of the study.

· Discussion: Try to go beyond describing the results and explain their practical importance. For example, how might the higher moisture content in GR2 affect its storage stability? How could the high protein level in GR1 make it more suitable for developing specific food products?

These revisions will enhance the clarity, completeness, and overall impact of the paper.
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