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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript briefly discusses dielectric relaxation in aqueous protein (lysozyme) solutions, focusing on the static dielectric constant, relaxation time, and conductivity across different concentrations. 
In summary, the paper is well organized and suitable for publication, provided the following minor corrections are implemented.

1. In the Experimental Section, the statement,
“Distilled and deionized water with electric conductivity lower than 18.3 µS⁻¹ was obtained from an ultra-pure water distiller (Millipore, MILLI-Q Lab)” requires correction. 

Electrical conductivity is typically reported in units of µS cm⁻¹ (Siemens per cm), not µS⁻¹.
Moreover, Milli-Q ultrapure water is conventionally specified by its resistivity of 18.2 MΩcm at 25 °C, which corresponds to a conductivity of approximately 0.055 µScm⁻¹.
The description of water purity and conductivity should therefore be revised accordingly.

2. The authors are requested to revise the second subheading of the Experimental Details section to “Apparatus, Methods, or Techniques.”
3. The authors are encouraged to further elaborate the Results and Discussion section by providing detailed insights into the dielectric parameters of the chosen material.

4. The Results and Discussion can be little more elaborate by including the details about dielectric parameters with respect to the chosen material.

5. Additional literature citations are required in the Results and Discussion section to support and contextualize the reported results. 

I wish the authors all the best and hope they will incorporate the suggested corrections to strengthen the manuscript for publication.
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