
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Current Journal of Applied Science and Technology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_CJAST_158493

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessment of Hygiene Conditions and Food Safety Critical Control Points in School Canteens in the Guiriko Region, Burkina Faso

	Type of the Article
	Research Article





PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 and food safety concern in school feeding systems in a low-income African country. The study provides useful field-based evidence on hygiene practices, sanitation conditions, infrastructure restrictions, and HACCP non-compliance in Burkina Faso school canteens. The use of observational evaluation, stakeholder interviews, and quantitative surveys increases the findings' practical applicability. The study provides useful evidence for politicians, school health authorities, and nutrition program administrators working to enhance food safety and cleanliness standards in school feeding programs in Sub-Saharan Africa.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES

The title is informative, specific, and accurately describes the study's aims and geographical environment.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, with minor improvements needed.

The abstract adequately summarizes the study design, methodology, findings, and conclusion. However, including a brief comment on the sample selection method and essential HACCP assessment outcomes in a more compact format would improve clarity.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES (revisions required).

The manuscript is scientifically relevant and methodologically acceptable. However, some difficulties need to be addressed:

Ethical approval details and informed consent procedures should be described more thoroughly.
Some grammatical and typographical errors necessitate linguistic adjustment.
The formula for determining sample size is incomplete in the methods section.
Certain percentages and interpretations require more explanation of denominators and calculation techniques.
The HACCP checklist approach should be explained in greater operational detail.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES

The references are generally recent, relevant, and appropriate for the topic. The manuscript uses several recent publications (2024–2025), which strengthens the literature review. However, formatting inconsistencies in several references should be corrected according to journal guidelines.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO major ethical issues identified

However, the document should clearly state:

Ethical approval reference number
Name of the ethics committee or institutional review board
Informed consent processes for participants

These details appear insufficiently reported in the current version.
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