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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 addresses the critical issue of coping strategies adopted by arable crop farmers against pastoralist activities in Oyo State, Nigeria. It is of considerable importance to the scientific community as it provides empirical evidence on the socio-economic factors influencing farmers’ resilience in a conflict-prone environment. The findings are directly relevant to agricultural policy, rural development planning, and community-based conflict resolution, contributing to the literature on sustainable agriculture, rural livelihoods, and farmer–herder relations in sub-Saharan Africa. The topic has clear implications for food security and socio-political stability in Nigeria.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the content of the paper. However, for brevity and conciseness, I suggest the alternative:

Coping Strategies of Arable Crop Farmers to Pastoralist Activities in Oyo State, Nigeria
This removes redundancy (“adopted by”) while maintaining clarity.

	

	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 generally comprehensive, presenting the context, objectives, methodology, results, and recommendations. However, it could be improved by:

1.Indicating the time frame of data collection (e.g., year).

2.Briefly clarifying the classification method of coping strategies (e.g., whether multiple responses were allowed).

3.Including key statistical details such as Chi-square degrees of freedom and effect sizes for significant associations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design, sampling procedure, and analytical methods are generally appropriate. However:

1.The reliability section states “test–retest method yielded Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80,” which is conceptually inaccurate since Cronbach’s alpha measures internal consistency, not test–retest reliability. This should be clarified.

2.There are some inconsistencies between the variables mentioned in the methodology and those in the tables (e.g., household size is listed in the hypothesis but not presented in Table 1).

3.Table 1 contains a percentage error for “Secondary Completed School” (should be 52.5%, not 32.5%).

4.In Table 3, the “Early planting/weeding” percentages appear inverted or incorrectly reported.

5.Chi-square results are reported without degrees of freedom, effect sizes (e.g., Cramér’s V), or sample distribution details, making it difficult to assess the magnitude of association.

6.Figures 1–5 are mentioned but not clearly embedded in the manuscript file provided.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate in number and include relevant and recent works (2020–2024). However:

1.Reference formatting is inconsistent (missing DOIs, volume/issue/page numbers in some cases).

2.Some citations are from newspapers and government reports; while relevant, it is preferable to strengthen the reference list with more peer-reviewed sources directly related to Oyo State or southwestern Nigeria.
	

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


	The manuscript is readable and mostly clear, but there are occasional grammatical errors, typographical issues (“suuch”), and inconsistencies in tense and subject–verb agreement. Minor editing for scholarly tone, concision, and clarity is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The discussion could be enriched by linking the findings more explicitly to policy and institutional frameworks. Ethical approval details, informed consent procedures, and data anonymization processes should be explicitly stated in the methodology.

The paper has a relevant topic, clear objectives, and a sound methodological framework. However, data reporting inconsistencies, minor methodological clarifications and editorial improvements are required before it can be accepted
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