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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 is significant for the scientific community as it systematically evaluates the effect of different forms of carrot incorporation on the sensory quality of kulfi, an indigenous dairy-based frozen dessert. The study provides useful insights into processing approaches, particularly steam cooking without core, for improving product acceptability and quality. The findings support the development of value-added, nutritious dairy products and offer practical guidance for food technologists and researchers working on functional and traditional food innovations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title conveys the general idea of selecting a suitable form of carrot for kulfi preparation; however, it is somewhat brief and generic. It does not clearly highlight the product under study (kulfi), the experimental approach, or the basis of selection, such as sensory evaluation, which are important elements in a scientific manuscript. A more descriptive title would improve clarity and better reflect the scope and focus of the study for readers.
	

	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 fairly comprehensive and covers the objective of the study, treatments evaluated, key findings, and the final conclusion. However, it can be further improved for scientific clarity and completeness.

Suggestions for improvement:

1) Briefly mention the experimental design and number of treatments (six carrot forms) to improve methodological clarity.
2) The keyword list can be refined by replacing generic terms (e.g., Raw) with more relevant terms such as value-added dairy product or functional kulfi.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and technically correct in its overall approach. The objectives are clearly defined, the methodology for preparing different forms of carrot and kulfi is appropriate, and the use of sensory evaluation with statistical analysis (CRD/FCRD) is suitable for the nature of the study. The results are logically presented and supported by relevant literature, and the conclusions are consistent with the findings. However, minor improvements in methodological clarity, statistical reporting, and language refinement would further strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are largely sufficient and relevant to the subject, particularly for kulfi preparation, sensory evaluation, and carrot utilization. They appropriately support the background, methodology, and discussion. However, most of the cited studies are older than five years, and only a few recent references are included, which slightly limits the manuscript’s alignment with current research trends.

Suggestions for improvement:

1) Include 2–4 recent (2020 onward) references related to:

2) Vegetable- or fruit-fortified dairy desserts or frozen dairy products

3) Functional or value-added kulfi/ice cream development

4) Impact of thermal processing on carrot bioactive compounds and sensory quality

5) Recent review articles on functional dairy products or vegetable incorporation in dairy foods would strengthen the literature base.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are understandable but not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. While the scientific content is clear, the manuscript contains grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, repetition, and inconsistencies in tense and terminology. These issues affect readability and the professional presentation of the work.

It is strongly recommended that the manuscript undergo thorough language editing to improve clarity, flow, and academic tone. With proper proofreading and minor restructuring of sentences, the article can meet the standards required for publication in a scientific journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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