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	PART  1: Comments


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

	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.

	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, it is.
	

	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.

	Yes, it is.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	See the comments
	

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

	Yes, it is.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript is a well-designed study that addresses a highly relevant and practical question in food science and nutrition in the aspect of how to optimally process field bean (Dolichos lablab) of variety “HA-4” to maximize their nutritional values. The comparison of three common cooking methods (boiling, steaming, and microwave cooking) on key nutritional components and anti-nutritional factors is timely and contributes valuable data to the literature, especially in supporting the use of microwave cooking for protein retention. The conclusion reflects the main findings, particularly highlighting that steaming and microwave cooking were the most efficient methods for nutrient retention. My recommendation is for minor revisions. The study is largely sound, but needs clarification of the following points before publication. 
1. The Abstract and Introduction heavily emphasize the importance of anti-nutritional factors (ANFs) like phytic acid and tannins. However, the Results and Discussion section does not present the data for ANFs, making the claim in the abstract difficult to verify. Please add a dedicated section to present and discuss the results for phytic acid and tannins, or clearly state why these results were omitted from the main body text.
2. The calculation for crude fibre relies on the formula (3.4). This is an unconventional method for determining crude fibre, which is usually measured chemically. This method inherently bundles the remaining components (primarily insoluble carbohydrates and minor compounds) into the "Crude fibre" value, and this dependence on multiple other measurements could propagate error.
3. The statistical comparisons between the four treatment groups (Raw, Boiling, Steaming, Microwave) need to be explicitly presented in the table. While the text mentions ANOVA and Tukey’s test were performed, the visual data must reflect these results. Please add superscript letters to the mean values within each row and define notation in footnote: "Values are means ±Standard Deviation of triplicate determinations. Means in the same row with different superscript letters (a, b, c) are significantly different by one-way ANOVA and Tukey's post-hoc test (P < 0.05).”
4. The formula itself should generally be centered on the page and must be numbered consecutively as they appear in the text. When referring to an equation in your text, use the full word “Equation” followed by the number, not an abbreviation. 
5. Significant factual errors were identified in-text citation (Coda et al., 2007) and reference list (CODA, R….. 2017).
6. Please select a style guide to determine the exact citation style.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

No, there are not.
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