Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Advanced Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJARR_146153

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Ethical Governance of Agricultural Biotechnology in Kenya: Innovation, Inclusion, and Indigenous Systems—a Critical Narrative Review

	Type of the Article
	Review or narrative.


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	The five key findings identified help to illuminate the ethical and governance dynamics shaping agricultural biotechnology in Kenya. The emphasis on reinvesting in the improvement of education quality—across all languages spoken by the public—and maintaining an open platform for engagement is particularly commendable. Moreover, the conclusion that public trust in biotechnology governance must be restored through transparent communication, inclusive dialogue, and reflexive policymaking is clearly and effectively highlighted as a critical component.
The central theme of this work is distinctly articulated as the decolonization and democratization of biosafety governance in Kenya, accomplished through frameworks that emphasize participation, ethical grounding, and the inclusion of diverse epistemologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes the title is very suitable for the article.
The title looks quite appropriate and synchronized with the content in the paper.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. 
The authors have identified significant gaps in three areas of ethical oversight. However, only two of these have been addressed. The article have not highlighted any objectives.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	To establish scientific validity, the most effective approach is through statistical or mathematical analysis. However, this is not applicable in the current context, as the proposal has not been implemented and remains a conceptual review.
No formulas or mathematics is used to defend the proposals

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided do not follow a standard citation format. Please reorganize them using serial numbering and ensure correct formatting of journal titles and other citation details.
Very few papers of 2022-25 have been referred here.
	

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


	Yes the article is well written and it is of good standard with clear and readable content.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In general, the content advocates for a radical change in the governance of biosafety and biotechnology—from technocratic, top-down control to inclusive, culturally based, bottom-up systems that respect human rights, indigenous sovereignty, and ecological sustainability. This theme incorporates a number of important sub-themes as Participatory governance, Seed sovereignty and legal reform, Pluralistic and and Knowledge inclusion and epistemic justice.

 It is evident that the narration supports the concept. The recognition and integration of indigenous knowledge systems in research and policy can be achieved by acknowledging and incorporating these systems into studies and policies.
Appreciate the sincere efforts of the article writer.

The diagram used in the article could be improved by expanding the components involved in the study, which would provide a more accurate and comprehensive representation of the subject matter.
It would be good if the author put some light on the suggested proposals to meet the identified gaps.

The paper is acceptable after incorporating the comments highlighted in the above points.
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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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