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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	It is important for public health and animal health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I suggest removing the “cattle manure” part in the title, as the paper do not really reflect the results of the study, based on the title. Further testing should be done to relate the presence of cattle manure and its effect on water quality.
Hence, it is suggested that the title should be changed to:

Evaluation of Water Pollution  in the Locality of Mbang-Foulbe, Adamawa, Cameroon.


	

	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 needs to be restructured. Grammatically, the abstract should be reconstructed in a straightforward manner, avoiding the use of “big” words that are not technically related to the study:
E.g. The anarchic growth of the cattle herd in the locality of Mbang – Foulbe, is not correlated the expansion of the pastoral space.

What do you wish to convey in the sentence above? Were you meaning to state the exponential growth of cattle? The increased population of cattle herd? Please restructure/ edit or rephrase.

· Double check entries for typographical errors; Authors should restructure the abstract in an inverted triangle format – a brief introduction of the study followed by the methodology and then the results and recommendation in a straightforward manner, avoiding words that just add up to the bulk of the word count:
E.g. In this regard, the first sampling campaign was carried out in the dry season and consisted of only surface and groundwater sample. Which were analyses [analysed] for the presence of nitrates. Then, the second sampling campaign was carried out in the raining season to determine the source of pollution such as: OM, NO2-, NO3-, NH4+, PO42- in the water.
Also, from the sentence above, a potential sampling bias can be seen. Why are there different samples/ sampling methods for wet and dry seasons? It may not be the case when reading the methodology but here in the abstract, it looks to be that way.

· Please emphasize what the objective or the goal of the study was:

The present study was undertaken to determine the impact of cattle breeding on water characteristics

But what are these characteristics and what are their significance?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction

· When using scientific names, please write correctly ( Genus species )
· This sentence lacks context: The long-term impact of pastoral activities might primarily lead to [lead to what?]  which is caused by a large quantity and excess of cattle manure, and secondly to the pollution of surface water by runoff and underground water through infiltration [6]

· Check for proper grammar.

· For the objective/s, why is soil included when the title only mentions “Evaluation of Water Pollution”? Please double check:

The objective of this work is to assess the impact of cattle breeding on the soils and waters of the locality of Mbang – Foulbe. More specifically to access [assess] the effect of cattle breeding on the quantity of nitrogen, carbon and phosphorus produced by cattle manure and their accumulation in soil and water.

Material and Methods

·  Please doublecheck if the subheadings for the material and methods are appropriate.
·   The authors have conducted a survey to determine the different cattle breeding systems practiced, however, it is not stated in the methodology how the survey was done (e.g. what survey instruments were used for interview) or what ethical considerations were done (e.g. ethics review for the instruments used, informed consent, etc. as these involved human participants).
· How were the water samples obtained? At what depths were they collected? What are the inclusion criteria when choosing sampling points for the study?
·  For the water analysis, why are biological parameters not measured? These parameters include biological oxygen demand (BOD), dissolved oxygen (DO), total coliforms etc. These parameters will give a more robust data along with the data obtained from chemical analysis, and provide information on the safety of the water sources sampled, especially if it is used by the local population for drinking and other important purposes. I suggest that you look into this in further studies.
· For the chemical analysis, the authors did not state first what substances were tested in the samples (e.g. nitrates, etc.).
·  Statistical analysis was not mentioned also in the submitted manuscript.
Results and Discussion

· The results and discussion is lacking in terms of the discussion relating the results as possible effects of water pollution due to water manure. However, one flaw in the methodology is that, there are no methods in determining if the water source is really contaminated by manure/ fecal matter. This would have been solved by doing biological tests such as checking for the presence of fecal coliforms from selected water sources.
· Authors should relate their results to what their objectives really are, citing related articles that could back up the results of the study.
· What usually are the substances/ chemical substances present in the water sample which indicates fecal contamination? Were these detected in the study?  Please include in the discussion.
	

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

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


	No. The manuscript should be overhauled in terms of grammatical presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I believe that further testing should be done so that the authors could have a more robust paper/ article.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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