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	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.


	The summary of the manuscript's importance is well-articulated. It effectively highlights the study's contribution to the scientific community by providing specific, quantitative data and filling a gap in the literature. It also correctly connects the research to the broader issues of food security and malnutrition.

The main suggestion for this section is to integrate the provided feedback directly into the body of the manuscript's introduction and discussion. For instance, the discussion could explicitly state that the correlation between technological and nutritional parameters is a significant finding that can streamline future research efforts by allowing for the prediction of quality through more accessible methods like color analysis. This would make the study's contribution even clearer.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The provided response confirms that the title is suitable. This is a correct assessment. The title is direct, informative, and identifies the key variables, species, and location of the study. No changes are needed here.
	

	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 critique of the abstract is insightful and offers specific, actionable advice.
Here's how to apply these suggestions to improve the abstract:

· Specify Nutritional Parameters: Instead of saying "nutritional parameters," the abstract could be rephrased to mention the specific categories. For example: "The study showed that the pH of Zonoceros variegatus was 6.22 and 6.15 for Cirina butyrospermi (P=0.003). The proximate and mineral composition of the insects revealed that the dry matter, ash content, fiber content, and sodium level of Zonoceros variegatus were significantly higher..."

· Clarify "Technological Assets": The abstract could be revised to more clearly state these assets. A good place would be in the final sentence. For example: "Zonoceros variegatus and Cirina butyrospermi offer significant physicochemical (e.g., pH and color) and nutritional assets..."

· Rephrase "Sugar" Findings: The term "sugar" can be ambiguous. It would be more precise to refer to it as "total carbohydrates" or "carbohydrate content" to align with standard nutritional analysis terminology, especially since the analysis is likely for total carbohydrates rather than just simple sugars. This would provide a more accurate representation of the findings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The assessment that the manuscript is scientifically correct is accurate. The review correctly identifies that the methodology is sound, the data is supported by statistical analysis, and the discussion is grounded in a comparison with existing literature. No major scientific flaws were found.
The only minor suggestion is to ensure a consistent and clear presentation of the statistical findings. For example, using P<0.001 throughout the text and tables instead of sometimes using P=0.003 would improve consistency.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	he provided feedback on references is excellent. It correctly praises the use of both foundational and recent literature and suggests specific, highly relevant additions.
Here's how to implement these suggestions:

· Add the FAO (Van Huis et al., 2013) paper: This is a key reference for any work on entomophagy. It should be cited in the introduction to provide a strong global context for the study.

· Include the Kelemu et al. (2015) paper: This reference is particularly relevant to the African context and the discussion of smallholder farmers, making it a perfect fit for the introduction to ground the study's relevance in the local socioeconomic landscape.

· Consider the Mishra & Gupta (2018) paper: This would be a valuable addition to the discussion section to further elaborate on the nutritional, medicinal, and economic importance of edible insects, reinforcing the study's findings with broader scientific evidence.


	

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


	This critique is crucial and provides a detailed list of areas for improvement.
Here's a breakdown of how to address the language issues:

· Consistency in Scientific Naming: Use the full scientific name (Cirina butyrospermi) upon first mention, followed by the accepted abbreviation (C. butyrospermi) throughout the rest of the text. This is standard practice in scholarly writing. The same applies to Zonoceros variegatus and Z. variegatus.

· Grammatical and Tense Correction: Carefully proofread the entire manuscript to fix grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent verb tenses. For example, in the introduction, "which weaken agricultural production..." could be rephrased for better flow.

· Consistent Formatting: Ensure that all statistical notation (e.g., P<0.001, P=0.003) and unit representations (e.g., mg/kg vs. mg/100g) are consistent throughout the paper, including in tables.

· Proofreading for Typos: A thorough final check for typos and punctuation errors is essential for a polished, professional manuscript. For example, Keywords:, Benin should be Keywords: Benin,
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Nurasmi, University of Borneo Tarakan, Indonesia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

