
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Biology and Nature

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOBAN_15647

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Local Seed Resources for Complementary Foods in Burkina Faso:  Nutritional Potential, Safety Constraints and Valorisation Pathways

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE






PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 holds significant value for the scientific community, as it presents a comprehensive synthesis regarding the nutritional potential, safety constraints, and caloric pathways of local seeds used for complementary foods in Burkina Faso. The study not only gathers evidence from diverse disciplines, including nutrition, microbiology, food technology, and value chain analysis, but also highlights the interconnections between factors that are often treated in isolation. By focusing on the local context of Burkina Faso, the manuscript addresses a research gap previously dominated by regional or global scale reviews. Its primary contribution is providing a conceptual framework to assist researchers, policymakers, and food practitioners in designing safe, nutritious, and sustainable complementary food products.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (excellent)
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title of this article aligns with the content of the paper; it is clear and specific, directly reflecting the study's focus on the use of local seeds as complementary foods in Burkina Faso, with an emphasis on nutritional potential, safety constraints, and development pathways.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of this article is comprehensive because it successfully summarizes the scope of the method study, literature search, main findings, as well as practical limitations and implications. The abstract also meets the academic criteria for a critical narrative review because it explains clearly and concisely and is relevant to the research objectives.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The arguments presented are consistent with available evidence, drawing on primary literature from Burkina Faso and West Africa as well as authoritative guidelines from the WHO and Codex. The authors also highlight data limitations and processing trade-offs, and distinguish between nutritional composition and bioavailability, thereby avoiding exaggerated claims.

I consider this manuscript to make a significant contribution to the scientific community. Overall, the manuscript is excellent and worthy of publication. However, to further enhance its quality, I offer a few minor suggestions: 1) the abstract could be condensed to focus more sharply on the main themes and practical implications; 2) the presentation of the literature review could be strengthened by including a summary table to facilitate comparisons between studies; and 3) the research recommendations section could be expanded to place greater emphasis on implementation at both the policy level and within practical small-business contexts.

Overall, this manuscript demonstrates high academic quality: a clear title, comprehensive abstract, relevant keywords, structured background, explicit objectives, up-to-date and relevant literature review, transparent search methodology, and adequate references. The analysis is conducted critically and with scientific accuracy, raising no ethical issues.
Suitable for publication with minor revisions to strengthen the presentation of results and policy recommendations.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references in this manuscript are adequate and up to date. The authors utilize primary sources from Burkina Faso, West Africa, as well as relevant global literature,vincluding authoritative guidelines from the WHO and Codex; the literature search period is clearly defined (2000–2026), thereby encompassing the latest research.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No, there are no clear ethical issues in this manuscript. There is no indication of research ethics violations such as the use of data without permission, the exploitation of human subjects without consent, or intentional bias. The authors also emphasize methodological transparency and the limitations of the evidence, which aligns with academic standards.
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