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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 is a relevant and well-researched paper addressing an important livelihood issue in Nigeria’s fisheries sector. With refinement in language, consistency, and academic presentation, the paper has strong potential for journal publication. However, certain revisions are required before it is published.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Livelihood Diversification among Artisanal Fisherfolks in the Riverine Areas of Ondo State, Nigeria
	

	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.
	Abstract should be sharp, concise, and comprehensive.
Sample size — abstract says 150, summary says 200. Must be consistent.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	MAJOR ISSUES IDENTIFIED
1. Introduction – The section is too long and somewhat repetitive. It should be shortened, made sharper, and more academically focused.

2. Methodology – The flow needs improvement: study area → sampling → data collection → analytical tools.

· Sample size inconsistency: Abstract mentions 150 respondents, while the summary cites 200. This must be clarified and kept consistent throughout.

· Equations should be presented more cleanly and in standard academic format.

· Several points appear multiple times in different sections, which reduce sharpness.

3. Results and Discussion – The section is overly lengthy, repetitive, and highly descriptive. It should be more concise and interpretive, linking results directly to the literature.

4. Summary – Needs to be short, clear, and directly tied to the research objectives.
SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
1. Ensure consistency of sample size across all sections.

2. Insert all referenced tables and figures for clarity and transparency.

3. Refine welfare indicators – focus on universally accepted measures such as education, income, health, food security, housing, and assets. If culturally specific indicators (e.g., polygamy) are included, they must be carefully justified.

4. Improve writing flow – avoid long paragraphs and repetition; present information more concisely.

5. Expand the policy recommendations with more actionable measures, such as:

· Introducing microcredit schemes tailored to fisherfolks.

· Training programs on modern preservation and storage methods.

· Partnerships with NGOs and private sector actors for infrastructure development.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Shyam Lal & H.L. Sharma, (2019), A Study of Socio-Economic Status of Fishermen in Catchment Area of Gobind Sagar Reservoir of Himachal Pradesh”, International Journal for Research in Applied Science & Engineering Technology (IJRASET), VII (4), April, 373-374.
	

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


	Yes, the paper communicates the research idea clearly, but the English is not yet polished for scholarly publication.
At times too casual for academic writing (e.g., “marry more wives” should be reframed as “household expansion through polygamy”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a relevant and well-researched paper with clear objectives and valuable policy implications. However, the manuscript requires revisions to improve language quality, ensure consistency (e.g., sample size), reduce repetition, and include all referenced tables/figures. With these improvements, it can make a strong contribution to the literature on artisanal fisheries and rural livelihoods.
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