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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.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and provides useful preliminary information on the proximate composition of M. bellicosus flour and selected chemical indices of its extracted oil. The experimental procedures are generally described in reasonable detail, and the results are potentially useful for documenting an under-studied edible insect in Côte d'Ivoire.
However, several substantial issues need clarification or correction, particularly regarding experimental replication and sampling design, calculation of energy value, interpretation of oil-quality indices, inappropriate comparison with Codex standards, overinterpretation of nutritional/health implications, and inconsistency between the reported study scope and the actual analyses performed. These issues should be resolved before the manuscript can be considered further.

Major/Vital Points for the Reviewer
1. Major inconsistency in the calculated energy value. This is probably the most important technical issue in the manuscript.
The reported energy value does not appear to agree with the calculation method and proximate composition presented in the manuscript. Please carefully recheck the calculation, equations, units, and raw data and provide the correct energy value. The authors should also explain whether the calculation was performed on a dry-matter or as-is basis.

2. The use of Codex limits for termite oil requires reconsideration
Please justify the applicability of the Codex standards cited to an insect-derived oil obtained by Soxhlet extraction with hexane. If no specific regulatory standard exists for edible insect oil, the authors should avoid presenting the Codex limits as direct quality criteria and instead use them only as contextual comparisons.
3. Acid value should not be interpreted as resistance to rancidity
Acid value primarily reflects free fatty acid formation/hydrolysis, whereas oxidative rancidity is more directly related to oxidation indicators such
as peroxide value and secondary oxidation products.
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	Suggested comment:
The interpretation of acid value as evidence of resistance to rancidity should be revised. Acid value primarily reflects lipid hydrolysis/free fatty acid formation and does not independently demonstrate oxidative stability. Please distinguish hydrolytic deterioration from oxidative deterioration

4. Claims regarding mineral richness are not directly supported
Ash indicates total mineral residue, but does not identify individual minerals or their nutritional contribution.
So, The authors should distinguish between high ash content and demonstrated mineral richness. Since individual minerals were not measured, claims regarding calcium, iron, zinc, phosphorus, etc. should be presented cautiously.
Key Questions for the Authors
1. Why does Section 3.3 state that fatty acid and mineral profiles were assessed when these analyses are not reported in the Methods or Results?
2. How were sex, developmental stage, physiological condition, and possible variation among collection sites controlled or accounted for?
3. What is the rationale for using a protein conversion factor of 6.25, considering the contribution of non-protein nitrogen from chitin in insects?
4. Can the authors provide evidence supporting the inference that the high saponification value indicates a substantial proportion of short-chain fatty acids?
5. How do the authors distinguish between hydrolytic deterioration and oxidative rancidity when interpreting the acid and peroxide values?
	



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 study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	3
	




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
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes

The manuscript is well written and useful for the field. However, some points of the study need to be revised or justified before being accepted for publication. Please review the completed comment in the Information for Authors section.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Yes
	


Reviewer details:

Utthapon Issara, Rajamangala University of Technology , THAILAND

