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	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 provides critical insights into the physicochemical, microbiological, and sensory stability of Misola® fortified infant flour under Sahelian conditions. It highlights the influence of storage temperature, humidity, and packaging on product integrity, offering evidence-based guidance for nutritional program implementation. The findings contribute to food science by informing best practices for fortified flour preservation in tropical and semi-arid climates. This work supports efforts to improve child nutrition and shelf-life management in resource-limited settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Evaluation of the stability of a locally made fortified infant flour in Niger”, is clear but somewhat general. It does not highlight the key aspects of the study, such as climatic conditions, packaging, or the specific parameters analyzed.
“Stability of Misola® Fortified Infant Flour under Sahelian Climatic Conditions in Niger”
	

	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 abstract clearly explains what the study set out to do, how it was done, and the main results, showing how Misola® fortified infant flour holds up in terms of quality, safety, and taste during storage.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with appropriate methods, analyses, and interpretations aligned with the study objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate; however, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating more recent and region-specific studies, particularly those addressing food stability under varying climatic zones in Niger and West Africa.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, but it would benefit from minor polishing to improve flow and academic readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is valuable and clearly written, but expanding the climatic context and comparing results across Niger’s different zones would strengthen its relevance. Clarifying a few methodological details and adding recent regional references could further improve the manuscript. Overall, it is a useful contribution.
The abstract has several issues: the numerical reporting is confusing, with mismatched parameter order, unclear separators, and unexplained changes (e.g., ash decreasing from 3.01 to 2.94%). It lacks climatic context, as Niamey represents only one of Niger’s three climate zones, which should be acknowledged. Minor language and grammar problems exist, such as using “sanitary stability” instead of “microbiological stability,” long sentences, and punctuation inconsistencies. Essential details are missing, including storage temperature and humidity ranges, sample size or replication, and a brief description of the sensory evaluation method. Finally, the abstract reports data without interpretation, omitting explanations for variations and the limitation of testing only one geographic zone.
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The study only uses samples stored in Niamey, which represents the Sahelian zone. However, Niger contains three distinct climate zones with different temperature conditions. The Sahara and Saharo Sahel zones can exceed 45°C during the hot season, the Sahelian zone averages 35 to 42°C, and the Sudano Sahelian zone ranges from 30 to 38°C. Since storage stability of fortified infant flour is temperature sensitive, relying on a single city does not fully represent national climatic variability. A more comprehensive study would include storage conditions from all three zones to strengthen the generalizability and scientific validity of the findings.

The introduction has several issues affecting clarity and scientific quality. Many sentences are overly long and complex, such as the opening sentence on malnutrition types, which could be split for readability. Malnutrition statistics from multiple sources are repeated unnecessarily, disrupting flow, and some terms are vague or imprecise, e.g., “stability challenges during use” instead of “storage-related physicochemical and microbiological stability challenges” and “sanitary stability” instead of “microbiological stability.” Citation formatting is inconsistent, such as “op. cit.,” and minor punctuation issues appear with percentages. The introduction also lacks contextual detail, as it mentions “local conditions” but does not consider Niger’s three distinct climate zones relevant for flour stability. Finally, the description of Misola®’s composition and benefits are repeated, which could be consolidated into one concise statement for clarity.

The manuscript describes the treatments and storage conditions but does not indicate the number of replicates per treatment. Providing replication details is essential to clarify the degrees of freedom in statistical analyses and to ensure the reliability of the results. Without this information, thorough evaluation of the study is challenging.

The Materials and Methods section contains several grammatical and stylistic issues. Some sentences are overly long or run-on, such as “The packaged flours were then placed in plastic display cases with lids and stored for six months in the handling room of the Research Laboratory at Abdou Moumouni University in Niamey,” which could be split for clarity. There is redundancy, for example: “The moisture content is determined in accordance with the French standard NF V 03 921 of the French Standardization Association (AFNOR). This corresponds to the mass loss experienced by the sample after,” where the second sentence is incomplete. Verb tense is inconsistent, alternating between past (e.g., “was determined”) and present (e.g., “is determined”), which reduces readability. Some phrases are awkward, such as “then centrifuging to obtain a clear solution,” which should be “then centrifuged” to match past tense. Minor punctuation and unit formatting errors occur, including inconsistent spacing and “ml” instead of “mL.” Overall, while technically detailed, the section needs improved sentence structure, consistent tense, correct unit notation, and removal of redundancies to enhance clarity and professionalism. Fatty acidity formula: “N × 100 / P” should clarify units (mg KOH/g of fat or similar).

There is a major data inconsistency: the moisture content dropping to 0% for FIF-EA-T2 is unrealistic and not explained. The text is wordy and repetitive, with long sentences describing trends that could be summarized more concisely. Some phrases, like “likely to affect its quality” and “which could affect its stability, preservation, or functional properties,” are speculative and vague. The time points are inconsistently formatted (T0+2 months vs T0+4 months). Minor grammar issues include redundant wording (“gradual increase continued until T0+6 months, where the values reached 4.16% and then 4.7%”) and unclear reference to “both samples analyzed” without specifying which samples.

The moisture content suddenly drops to 0% for one sample (FIF-EA-T2) without explanation, which is confusing. Descriptions like “slight” or “significant” changes in lipids and pH are used without showing statistical support. The text is repetitive, for example, explaining how moisture affects stability multiple times. Sample references are vague, with phrases like “both samples analyzed” that don’t clearly identify which ones are meant. The formatting of time points and units is inconsistent, and some sentences are long or awkward. Importantly, the number of replicates and error margins are not mentioned, making it hard to trust the results. Many explanations, like moisture absorption or interactions between flour components, are speculative without supporting evidence. Overall, the section needs clearer data presentation, simpler language, proper sample labeling, and statistical details to make it easier to understand and more reliable.

The terminology is inconsistent, for example “Nigerien” and “Nigerian” standards are used interchangeably, which can confuse readers. The tables are not properly formatted, and some symbols such as “5.58 .102” are written incorrectly and should follow scientific notation (5.58 × 10²). Units such as CFU/g are sometimes written with unnecessary spaces or inconsistently. The text repeats information unnecessarily, such as stating multiple times that values remain “stable” or “unchanged,” without providing statistical evidence. The description of results includes interpretations that are speculative, for example explaining microbial stability without showing temperature or water activity data. Sample codes are not clearly explained each time, making it difficult to track which conditions belong to which group. There are also grammatical issues such as missing articles, overly long sentences, and inconsistent tense usage. Finally, the methods and results mention “C: Community” but do not clearly describe what community conditions mean, making the interpretation unclear.

Including inconsistent terminology such as switching between “flour” and “flours,” redundancy when explaining the figures, and repeated phrasing like “the results show” and “indicating,” which makes the text unnecessarily long. Numerical expressions also show problems, for example percentages should always be written uniformly (either “97 percent” or “97%,” but not mixed), and spacing errors appear around symbols, such as “3–4%” versus “3 - 4 %.” Some sentences are excessively long and contain multiple ideas without clear separation, reducing readability. The text interprets sensory data without describing statistical methods used, which may weaken scientific clarity. In addition, the phrase “vast majority continued to perceive the flour as unchanged” is subjective and should be supported with the exact percentages instead of interpretive wording.

The discussion contains several issues, including inconsistent numerical formatting where percentages are written in mixed forms such as "30–40 °C," "six months," and "6 months," which should follow one uniform style. Some claims lack precise explanation, for example the statement that high temperatures can “reduce microbial activity” is asserted without clarifying mechanisms or citing specific data. There are also minor grammatical problems such as long, overloaded sentences that reduce clarity, and transitions between studies are abrupt, making the flow less coherent. In addition, the discussion overgeneralizes findings from other countries without addressing differences in climate, processing methods, or product formulations. Finally, the section does not clearly link its interpretation back to the study’s actual data, making some conclusions appear broader than what the results support.
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