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	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.


	The presented research has environmental benefits in terms of utilizing animal (bovine and dung) manure as an organic resource that reduces pollution and improves nutrient cycling. It also helps understand how to manage animal waste to achieve agricultural sustainability in semi-arid regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is good in terms of clarity and precision, but it could be improved a little to make it more streamlined and understandable on the first read, for example:

Effect of Mixed Bovine and Ovine Stabling on Soil Properties and on Growth and Yield of Okra (Abelmoschus esculentus L. Moench) in the Sudano-Sahelian Zone of Burkina Faso
	

	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.


	Conclusion: The conclusion is good in terms of the general idea, but it needs some improvements to be more academically accurate and streamlined.

Linguistic Style: There are some very direct sentences, which could be phrased in a more academic style and connect the ideas.

Experimental Design: The phrase "Fisher block broken up" is inaccurate; it would be more accurate to use Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD) if that is what is meant.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the information in the manuscript, it is essentially scientifically correct. However, there are some points that require further review or clarification, particularly:

The conclusion does not mention whether the statistical difference between treatments is significant (P < 0.05), which is an important element for confirming the validity of the conclusions. Therefore, it can be said that the presented values (pH = 6.27, yield 2.75 tons/hectare) support the hypothesis, but we do not know the variance or standard error (SE or SD).
	

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

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


	The language is understandable, but it's not quite polished enough to meet the ideal standard for scientific communication and academic publishing.

For example:

Format of units and symbols

It's best to stick to academic format, such as 2.75 t ha⁻¹ instead of 2.75 t/ha.

Write pH in italics or at least in the same standard scientific format.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is good and can be published provided that we adhere to some instructions.
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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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