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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This review discusses an important topic: the effect of typical home cooking procedures on the nutritional and functional qualities of Origanum majorana L. The research provides useful information on how heat processing impacts antioxidant activity, phytochemical concentration, and antibacterial potential. Because marjoram is often used as both a culinary herb and a medicinal plant, knowing how domestic processing affects its bioactive profile is critical for nutrition science and food processing studies. The results might help consumers and the food sector improve cooking techniques to preserve health-promoting chemicals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope of the study.

Minor suggestion:

The title could be slightly refined for clarity as:

“Effect of Household Cooking Processes on Antioxidant Capacity, Antimicrobial Activity, and Phytochemical Profile of Origanum majorana L.
	

	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 is generally well-structured and summarizes the methodology and major findings effectively. However, the following improvements are suggested:

Clarify whether antioxidant activity is expressed as IC50 or % inhibition (both appear in manuscript).

Briefly mention the statistical significance (p ≤ 0.05).

The conclusion in the abstract mentions steaming as most favorable, but sautéing often showed highest enhancement in results; this should be clarified for consistency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically structured and follows appropriate experimental design and statistical analysis (ANOVA with Tukey’s HSD). However, several issues require clarification:

· Units of antioxidant activity (IC50 vs μg/100g) appear inconsistent.

· Some percentage increases (e.g., flavonoid retention) need rechecking for clarity and logical consistency.

· Antimicrobial section contains a contradictory statement (“Microwave cooking was found best method to fight against E. coli”) despite no inhibition observed.

· Minor inconsistencies between Results and Conclusion sections regarding the most favorable cooking method.

· Replication number (n value) should be clearly stated.

These require major revision but are correctable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Ensure all references are formatted uniformly according to journal style.
Minor suggestions:

· Ensure uniform formatting of DOIs.

· Remove shortened links (bit.ly).

· Update a few older references if possible with more recent supporting literature.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate language editing for:

· Grammar corrections

· Sentence restructuring in Results and Discussion

· Removal of repetitive statements

· Correction of typographical errors (e.g., spacing, inconsistent units)

Professional language polishing is recommended before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	To increase readability and comprehension, the figures should be more clearly labelled with suitable axis headings, legends, and measurement units. The statistical letters used in the tables to show significant differences should be clarified in the table footnotes, including the statistical test employed and the meaning of identical or different superscripts. To minimise misunderstanding, it should be specified explicitly and consistently throughout the book whether all values are given in fresh weight. Furthermore, statements of percentage improvements greater than 100% should be thoroughly reviewed and properly defined to ensure they are scientifically true and do not mislead readers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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