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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.


	Valorization of agricultural byrproducts is an important area of research today. It is a timely paper to investigate the different varieties of grape byproducts of Indian cultivars. Being able to characterize, categorise and utilise these byproducts will helpful to the economy. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. 
Suggestion: Include’Indian varieties’
	

	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.


	Abstract is well written and structured. Easily understood.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes the manuscript is scientifically correct. However, table 1 should be split into atleast 2 tables for better classification : proximate analysis, bio-physical, and functional properties. Since comparison between 3 varieties are done; graphical representation is warranted. Inconsistent in classification terminologies in methods and result/discussion e.g. ‘physicochemical’ in table and ‘bio-chemical’ in discussion.
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	More recent references should be included, the most recent used is 2023. The formatting of the references is inconsistent. The website references should be linked to the exact webpage where the data can be found. Other reference related corrections have been mentioned in the manuscript. 
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	It is important to include what kind of application will the grape pomace be used for, so that further functionality tests for e.g. foaming/emulsification can be suggested or done to continue this research to a valorization state. As claimed the pomace have high bioactives, and phenols are important bioactives as also indicated in the colour results. However, only fiber and sugar has been focused on. In my opinion a test on the polyphenol content should be included.  (Included total polyohenol content test)
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