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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 provides insights into how different drying methods affect the nutritional quality of pea pods, an underutilized but nutrient-rich vegetable by-product. By evaluating the proximate and mineral composition after sun drying, oven drying, and freeze drying, the study offers practical on-the-surface guidance for industries seeking to enhance food preservation and reduce post-harvest losses. The findings contribute to sustainable food processing practices and support the development of functional food ingredients from plant-based waste. In a way, this work ultimately aids in promoting food security and encouraging resource-efficient utilization of agricultural produce.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript is clear and accurately reflects the focus of the study. However, some improvements can be considered to make it more concise and engaging. Some suggestions are: 
1. Effect of Different Drying Methods on Nutritional and Mineral Composition of Pea Pods

2. Comparative Study of Drying Techniques on the Nutritional Quality of Pea Pods
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study. Nonetheless, it can be improved to enhance the comprehensiveness and clarity. Some of the suggestions to consider:
1. Clarify the study objective more precisely: Although the objective is stated, it can be further clarified by emphasising how and why it is crucial to comprehend how and why nutrients must be retained in dried pea pods.

2. Include a brief detail on the method used: mentioning the specific drying methods analysed in the study (sun, oven, and freeze drying) would enhance the informativeness of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the reviewed content, the manuscript is methodologically and scientifically sufficient and sound. It has a logical structure with well-defined goals, a sufficient methodology, and results supported by data. The study's goal is appropriately served by the experimental design, which compares sun, oven, and freeze-drying techniques. The findings' dependability is further supported by the application of common analytical methods to ascertain the proximate and mineral composition. However, the lack of analysis could cause the manuscript to be disputed in terms of total scientific quality and accuracy. Therefore, it is essential that:

1. The author adds more analysis to illustrate that it is crucial that the mineral compositions of the pea pods are indeed preserved. In my opinion, there are lots of other analyses that can be done to make a comparative study as shown by the more recent studies on the same subject matter.

2. The statistical analysis (e.g., ANOVA, significance levels) is supported by another statistical analysis, such as Kruskal-Wallis analysis, to be applied and reported appropriately.

3. Terms and abbreviations are all labelled clearly and consistently.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, but there is room for improvement in terms of recency and comprehensiveness. A few references appear outdated, and updating them with more recent studies (2019–2024), particularly in the results and discussion section, would enhance the manuscript’s relevance and demonstrate awareness of current trends in drying techniques studies. Please consider including more comparative studies on the drying of similar plant materials such as legumes, leafy greens, or vegetable peels.

1. Effects of drying methods on the physicochemical properties and antioxidant capacity of Kuini powder: https://doi.org/10.1590/1981-6723.08620 
2. Effect of drying methods on physicochemical, antioxidant and functional properties of potato peel flour and quality evaluation of potato peel composite cake: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jafr.2023.100508 

3. Characterization of physicochemical, packing and microstructural properties of beet, blueberry, carrot and cranberry powders: The effect of drying methods: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.powtec.2021.09.058 

4. Effects of Different Drying Methods on Drying Kinetic Models, Physicochemical Properties, and Drying Quality Composite Scores of Rosa roxburghii Tratt (Fruit): https://doi.org/10.1155/jfbc/3900785  

5. Impact of different drying methods on the drying time, energy, and quality of green peas: https://doi.org/10.1111/jfpp.15503 
	

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


	The language is generally clear and appropriate for scholarly communication, but there are minor grammatical errors and instances of awkward phrasing. A professional proofreading or language editing service is recommended to polish the manuscript further. Please refer to the reviewed manuscript attached for reference.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Please consider improving the illustration of the result. Instead of displaying the results in tabled form, the author can display them in a graphical or image manner. Please consider referring to the abovementioned published manuscripts and the following manuscript for information on how the authors illustrate their findings.
Drying Regimes on Regenerated Cellulose Films Characteristics and Properties: https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes12050445
Impact of Drying Regimes and Different Coating Layers on Carboxymethyl Cellulose Cross-Linked with Citric Acid on Cotton Thread Fibers for Wound Dressing Modification: https://doi.org/10.3390/polym14061217 
In the material and methods section, the author should specify the number of biological and technical replications done in the study. For further comments, please refer to the reviewed manuscript. Further comments and recommendations can be considered from the reviewed manuscript.
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