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	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 manuscript addresses a critical public health issue in developing nations, specifically the safety and nutritional adequacy of homemade weaning foods used as alternatives to expensive commercial products. The study provides valuable scientific data on the real-world impact of two specific local flour formulations (one using sweet potato, the other palm oil) on growth and key health markers. Its findings are particularly important because they demonstrate that while such alternatives can promote growth, they may also carry health risks (like the increased relative liver mass observed with the F4 flour). This research can directly inform nutritional guidelines for communities, helping to promote safer and more effective local feeding practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable as it identifies the main variables, but it contains significant typographical errors ("Infantal" and "Youth").

Suggested alternative titles:

"Evaluation of the Nutritional Performance and Health Impact of Two Local Infant Flours on Young Wistar Rats"

"Nutritional Evaluation and Biological Safety of Two Local Weaning Flours Using a Wistar Rat Model"

"Comparative Study on the Nutritional Performance of Two Local Infant Flours in Young Wistar Rats"
	

	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.


	Results: Highlights the most important findings, including the positive weight gain in groups F2, F3, and F4, the lack of hematological disturbance, and the critical finding of increased liver weight in the F4 group.

Conclusion: Accurately reflects the results.

The only minor point of confusion is the "Study design" entry, which reads more like a hypothesis ("Demonstrated that local weaning foods can..."). However, the "Methodology" section clarifies the design effectively. No additions or deletions are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the information provided, the study appears to be scientifically sound.

Experimental Design: The use of four distinct groups (a negative control with pellets, a positive reference with commercial flour, and two test groups) is a robust design for this type of nutritional evaluation.

Parameters Measured: The choice of parameters (weight gain, hematological profile, serum biochemical markers for liver and kidney function, and relative organ weights) is standard and appropriate for assessing nutritional performance and potential toxicity.

Statistical Analysis: The use of ANOVA 1 with post-hoc tests (Dunnet and Tukey-Kramer) is the correct statistical method for comparing multiple groups.

Interpretation: The authors correctly interpret their data, noting that while both local flours promoted growth, the significant increase in relative liver mass in the F4 group indicates a potential negative health impact, which is a scientifically correct and important conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references appear to be sufficient and appropriately recent for this type of study. The authors have included several publications from the last 5-6 years (e.g., 2019, 2021, 2023, 2024, and one listed as 2025), indicating they have consulted current literature. They also correctly include older, foundational studies relevant to their work (e.g., Brou et al., 2003). The selection seems balanced and adequate.
	

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


	No. The manuscript requires significant and thorough English language editing before it is suitable for publication.

There are numerous typographical errors (e.g., "Infantal" instead of "Infant", "Youth" instead of "Young", "wastar" instead of "Wistar"), as well as grammatical mistakes and awkward sentence structures (e.g., "Infant is a weak personne", "make young wastar rats have growing and healthy"). These errors impede readability and reduce the professionalism of the manuscript. It is strongly recommended that the authors seek assistance from a native English speaker or a professional scientific editing service.
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