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	· The author didnt mentioned benefits of milk stating that it is unnecessary. Even though everyone knows about it, when you are writing a scientific artcicle, you have to mention the benefits along with evident studies supporting it. If you dont want to mention then dont mention it al all. But writing that in scientific communications is not correct- Please correct it. 
· The author didnt’t the change the font of table as the whole content of the manuscript should be in similar format. 

· Introduction about importance of milk is mentioned in the feedback form but not in revised manuscript. 
· Author didn,t responded to my question - While you mentioned that milk did not yield any granules but what is the effect of these extracts on sensory parameters and taste of the milk 
· Same content is written in both results and discussion section. I mentioned it in the manuscriot but author didn’t corrected it. 

· Limited studies are given, please compare the results with divorce section of the studies. 
· Grammatical errors are still present in the manuscript, please correct them. 
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