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	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 study contemplates the incorporation of up to 5% foxtail millet with 1% rock salt and 1% black cumin seed flour to develop a functional whey, thereby improving sensory attributes of color, texture, body, flavour, and acceptability. This whey presents acceptable parameters for this type of beverage in terms of total solids, fat, protein, and acidity. It also demonstrates its ability to inhibit DPPH radicals, a parameter of antioxidant functionality. Microbiological tests show that the functional whey obtained is nutritionally enriched and safe for consumption.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate for the study developed
	

	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 includes sections on objectives, study design, location and duration, methodology, results, and conclusion, all with the appropriate information for each section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is scientifically accurate because it adheres to the fundamentals of the scientific method.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The article does not contain enough references, and only 65% ​​of them are up-to-date. It is suggested that this number be expanded to at least 25 references, with more than 80% of them updated within 5 years of publication.
	

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


	The English quality of the article is suitable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction could include some benefits of whey reported by other authors and their potential.

In the materials section, the breed and age of the milked cows, as well as the collection date, should be described.

Include the collection date for other materials as well.

Improve the diagram format and adhere to the standardized guidelines for these diagrams.

The evaluation with only six panellists, which also fails to mention their training, is insufficient to validate the results.

They can compare the color parameters with an online colorimeter using the Colormeter app, if they do not have the equipment.

For microbiological tests, official methods can be used for descriptions instead of just providing the names of the methods.

A more in-depth discussion of the results obtained and their comparison with the theory and findings of other researchers is recommended, always considering milk that is similar to the breed and age of the animal.

Improve your bibliographic sources.
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