Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Archives of Current Research International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ACRI_152419

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AND HEALTH QUALITY OF ARTISANAL COTTONSEED EDIBLE OILS IN THE INDUSTRIAL ZONE OF KOSSODO, OUAGADOUGOU (BURKINA FASO)

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article.


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides rare field-based data linking production environment, hygiene practices, and physicochemical quality of artisanal edible oils in a real industrial setting in West Africa. By combining Codex-based environmental inspections with standardized laboratory analyses, the study bridges the gap between food processing conditions and measurable health-risk indicators such as peroxide value and residual soap, offering an integrated food-safety assessment model for small-scale oil production systems. The findings contribute valuable evidence on how technological limitations and poor manufacturing practices accelerate lipid oxidation and quality deterioration, issues that remain under-documented in low- and middle-income countries. Beyond local relevance, the work supports global efforts in food safety, public health protection, and risk reduction in informal agro-processing sectors, while providing a scientific basis for regulatory policies, capacity building, and future research on improving the safety of widely consumed vegetable oils.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is scientifically correct, but it is a bit long, descriptive rather than analytical, and not very strong in highlighting food safety and risk, which are actually the core contributions of your study.
	

	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 is largely comprehensive, as it follows a logical structure covering the study's background, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. It successfully captures the core issue: the gap between artisanal production reality and international safety standards
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and follows standard academic conventions for a food safety and quality assessment study. It utilizes established methodologies and aligns its conclusions with the data gathered from both field inspections and laboratory results
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript relies on fundamental reference methods (ISO, AOAC, Codex Alimentarius), which are essential for its scientific validity. However, many of the specific citations regarding the West African context and the health risks of cottonseed oil date back to 2005–2009.

While these are foundational, the manuscript would benefit from more recent literature (2020–2025) to demonstrate the current relevance of the issue.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, as the manuscript demonstrates a strong command of technical terminology and follows a logical, academic structure.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a critical public health issue in Burkina Faso: the safety of artisanal cottonseed oil consumed by low-income populations. To improve the overall quality of the paper for publication, please consider the following general comments:

· Contextualize the Data Age: The study presents valuable laboratory and inspection data collected in 2009. While the findings are scientifically valid, the author should explicitly state in the Introduction or Discussion that this data serves as a critical baseline for understanding the evolution of the artisanal sector in Ouagadougou.

· Clarify the "5M" Methodology: The use of the 5M Ishikawa diagram is a strength of the paper. However, the manuscript would be more impactful if the Discussion explicitly linked each "M" (Material, Method, Manpower, Machine, Milieu) to the specific physicochemical failures found (e.g., how "Milieu/Environment" specifically led to the high peroxide values observed).

· Address Process Variability: The manuscript notes that Unit U2 performed significantly better than U1 and U3. A more detailed comparison of what U2 did differently (e.g., specific cleaning habits or temperature controls) would provide highly practical "lessons learned" for the other units mentioned in the recommendations.

· Refine Visual Aids:

· Table 1 & 5: There is significant overlap between these two tables. Consolidate them into a single, comprehensive "Sensory Analysis" table to avoid redundancy.

· French Phrases: Several technical descriptions in the tables remain in French (e.g., "Jaune et légèrement ambre"). These must be translated to ensure the manuscript is accessible to an international English-speaking audience.

· Strengthen the Discussion on Gossypol: While the paper focuses on oxidation and soap, it mentions gossypol as a specific concern for cottonseed oil. Briefly discussing why the observed "poor refining control" might also lead to dangerous levels of residual gossypol would add significant depth to the health risk assessment
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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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