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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	Its importance is not highlighted enough in the introduction, which misses the chance to explain its broader relevance. While the introduction mentions the significance of livestock production in Niger and the current focus on zootechnical factors, it fails to show how understanding non-zootechnical factors can improve market efficiency and influence traders' decisions. Clearly stating that examining socio-economic and cultural variables can lead to better policy, market functioning, and livelihoods would strengthen the research justification. Stressing this link from the start would better communicate the study's significance to both the scientific community and stakeholders involved in livestock and market development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and descriptive
	

	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.


	1. The abstract does not clearly state the main goal or question of the study.  

2. The description of the methodology is unclear; it should include details like the sample size, how the data was collected, and the study's scope.  

3. The section on analysis could be simplified to focus on the most important significant variables.  

4. Overall, the abstract needs to be more scientific, with clearer explanations of the purpose, methods, and key findings.  

5. Including the practical implications of the results would make the abstract more informative and relevant.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially correct in its scientific approach. However, the results and discussion sections lack enough scientific detail and depth. The methodology needs a more thorough description, particularly about the sampling process. Improving these areas would greatly improve its scientific validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current references include some basic studies and regional context, but they do not fully represent the latest research in the field. Many of the sources are more than ten years old, and only a handful are from the last five years. This gap might miss important trends, methods, or discoveries. Updating the reference list with recent studies from the past five years would make it stronger, especially those that discuss non-zootechnical factors, econometric modelling, and local livestock marketing trends. Adding these will enhance the manuscript's scientific strength and relevance.
	

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


	A professional editing service should carefully edit or proofread the manuscript. This will raise the quality to what is expected in scholarly journals. Consistent terminology, correct grammar, and clear sentence structure will greatly enhance the article's readability and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript includes detailed statistical analyses and useful insights. Still, the clarity and professionalism can be improved by standardizing the table formatting, adding clear captions, and ensuring consistent referencing in the text. The tables have relevant data but need clearer organization, consistent presentation of significance levels, and explanatory notes to improve readability and understanding.  suggest a careful review of the tables and how they fit into the narrative. This will help ensure they effectively support the discussion and enhance the overall presentation of the research findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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