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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.


	This manuscript is important because it provides practical information on how different cowpea varieties can help farmers in Burkina Faso improve both food and livestock feed production. The study shows which varieties give the best balance of grain yield, fodder quantity, and nutritional quality, which is vital for smallholder farmers facing feed shortages. By identifying suitable dual-purpose cowpea options, the findings can guide agricultural policies, extension programs, and breeding efforts aimed at strengthening food security and livestock productivity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Agronomic Performance and Nutritive Value of Six Dual-Purpose Cowpea Genotypes in Crop–Livestock Systems of Burkina Faso.
This is to simplify readability.
	

	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 well-structured but too long and slightly repetitive. The study was conducted at the Saria in Burkina Faso, should be “at Saria”.
No significant differences in plant height appears too early — emphasize main findings first (Teek-Songo best balance, BulkF4 highest grain yield).
Nutritive value of fodder, the leaves had high…ungrammatical.
Suggested improvement:
Summarize major results more concisely (highest biomass, highest grain, highest CP).
End with implication for livestock productivity.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes I think the manuscript is scientifically correct. The study is based on a well-structured field experiment with appropriate design, replication, and statistical analysis. The methods used are standard and suitable for evaluating agronomic traits, fodder yield, and nutritive value of cowpea genotypes. The results are consistent with existing literature, and the conclusions are supported by the data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are generally sufficient and provide good background for the study. However, many of the citations are more than 10–15 years old, and the manuscript would benefit from including more recent literature on dual-purpose cowpea, fodder quality, and crop–livestock integration in West Africa. For example:
Asante, I. K., et al. (2020). Dual-purpose cowpea for food and fodder in West Africa: Recent advances and future prospects. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 4: 30.
Samireddypalle, A., et al. (2017). Nutritional evaluation of improved cowpea lines for livestock feed in the drylands of West Africa. Animal Nutrition, 3(3), 204–211.
Ba, N. M., et al. (2019). Cowpea production and utilization in West Africa: Challenges and opportunities. Outlook on Agriculture, 48(4), 309–318.
Including such recent studies will strengthen the manuscript by showing how the present work contributes to ongoing scientific and policy discussions.

	

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


	I think the language of the manuscript is understandable and communicates the main ideas clearly. However, the English quality is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication. There are several grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and repetitions that need correction. The abstract, results, and discussion sections in particular would benefit from careful editing to improve clarity, flow, and conciseness. With thorough language polishing, the manuscript can meet the standards required for publication.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is relevant and provides useful findings on dual-purpose cowpea for improving crop–livestock systems in Burkina Faso. The study is well-designed and the results are valuable, though the manuscript would benefit from minor language polishing, clearer presentation of tables/figures, and the addition of a few recent references. With these improvements, the paper can make a meaningful contribution to both research and practice in sustainable agriculture.
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