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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 could contribute to the valorisation of local food products, particularly cowpeas. 

This legume is rich in protein, fibre, and micronutrients, which has made it possible to enrich bread, which is traditionally low in certain essential nutrients.

The authors have thus contributed to improving the nutritional quality of a commonly consumed food.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 background should present the research question for this study.

As for the objectives, they contain spelling mistakes that need to be corrected.

The methods do not mention sensory analysis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent.
	

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


	The language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The work carried out is relevant. However, some corrections need to be made:

1- Spelling mistakes must be corrected.

2- The results concerning the Husk percentage described in the methodology do not appear in the Results section.

3- Table 2 is improperly presented: the values overlap, making it difficult to read.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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