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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 an important and underexplored aspect of diabetes care in low- and middle-income countries by examining coping strategies among individuals with type 2 diabetes mellitus. Understanding psychosocial coping mechanisms is critical for improving adherence, self-management behaviors, and overall health outcomes in chronic disease management. The study provides context-specific evidence from a Nigerian population, which contributes valuable regional data to the global diabetes literature where such evidence remains limited. These findings may inform culturally sensitive, nurse-led, and psychosocial interventions to strengthen comprehensive diabetes care in similar resource-constrained settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and clearly reflects the study population and focus. However, it could be improved by specifying the study design for clarity and scientific precision.
	

	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 provides a reasonable overview of the study background, methods, and main findings. However, it could be strengthened by including more methodological and statistical details, such as the sampling method, key demographic characteristics (e.g., mean age or gender distribution), and clarification that only descriptive statistics were used. The conclusion should focus strictly on observed findings rather than speculative explanations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant research question and employs a validated instrument (Brief COPE); however, there are some methodological concerns that affect scientific rigor. These include reliance solely on descriptive statistics without inferential analysis, regrouping of Brief COPE domains without psychometric justification, and occasional overinterpretation of results beyond the limits of a cross-sectional design. Strengthening statistical analyses, clarifying methodology, and avoiding causal claims would improve the scientific robustness of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites several relevant and recent sources; however, some references appear unverifiable, inconsistently formatted, or future-dated, which raises concerns about authenticity and credibility. The reference list should be carefully reviewed to ensure that all citations are peer-reviewed, accessible, and accurately formatted.
	

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


	The overall language is understandable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	a) The stated objective includes assessing the relevance of coping strategies to self-management and quality of life; however, no validated measures of self-management or quality of life were included. Either incorporate appropriate tools (e.g., DSMQ, SDSCA, WHOQOL-BREF) or revise the objective and conclusions to reflect only coping patterns.
b) The cross-sectional design does not allow causal inference. Statements attributing coping patterns to nurse-led education or structured programs are speculative and should be toned down or removed.
c) Although described as mixed-methods, the qualitative component lacks methodological rigor (no interview guide, coding process, inter-rater reliability, or verbatim quotes). Either strengthen qualitative reporting or reframe the design as predominantly quantitative.
The study addresses an important topic; however, substantial methodological and analytical improvements are necessary, particularly regarding statistical analysis, alignment of objectives with measures, justification of coping domains, and removal of causal interpretations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The manuscript involves human participants; however, the reporting of ethical safeguards is insufficient. Although informed consent is mentioned, there is no explicit statement regarding ethical approval from an Institutional Review Board or Ethics Committee, nor is an approval number or committee name provided. This omission raises concerns about compliance with standard research ethics requirements for studies involving human subjects. The authors should clearly state the approving body, approval reference number, and procedures used to ensure confidentiality and voluntary participation.
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