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	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
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	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
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	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
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	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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	Author’s Feedback
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Influence of Attitudes and Perceptions on Sustainable Farming Practices among the Maasai Community in Kajiado County, Kenya

-How does the study clearly distinguish between attitudes and perceptions, given their conceptual overlap in behavioral research frameworks?

-Why were these constructs not operationalized using a well established theoretical model such as the Theory of Planned Behaviour beyond mere citation?

-The paper claims a research gap in pastoral contexts can the authors provide a more systematic review (recent 5 year studies) to substantiate this claim?

-How does this study advance knowledge beyond existing studies in sub Saharan Africa that already examine similar variables?

-What is the justification for selecting only four sub counties purposively, and how does this affect the generalizability of the findings?

-Given the Maasai community’s heterogeneity, how was sampling bias minimized?

- Were the Likert scale instruments validated (Cronbach’s alpha, factor analysis)? If so, why are reliability and validity statistics not reported?

- How were constructs like trust in indigenous knowledge and cultural value of land quantitatively operationalized?

-Why does the study use both multiple regression and logistic regression without clearly justifying the dependent variable’s nature (continuous vs categorical)?

-There appears to be inconsistency between reported R² values (0.54 vs 0.607); can the authors clarify which model is primary?

-How should readers interpret extremely large or implausible coefficients ( 20.94 with p = 0.978) in Table 2?
Why are some statistically insignificant variables discussed as meaningful in the narrative?

-Why does the sample size differ across sections (n = 320 vs n = 130 vs totals of 279)?

-Are Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 derived from the same dataset, and if so, why are there inconsistencies?

-Why are several results repeated across sections (attitudes and perceptions explained multiple times in 4.2, 4.7, and 4.9)?

-Could the authors streamline redundant discussions to improve clarity and readability?

-Given the cross sectional design, how can the study justify causal language such as influence rather than association?

-Were any steps taken to address endogeneity or reverse causality?

-Why is the Theory of Planned Behaviour introduced only in the discussion rather than integrated into the research design and hypothesis formulation?

-The study finds trust in indigenous knowledge significant, yet recommends discouraging it how do the authors justify this contradiction?

-Does this recommendation undermine the study’s own empirical findings?

-How feasible are the recommendations (replacing indigenous knowledge with modern practices) in a culturally sensitive pastoral context?

-Were stakeholders consulted before proposing such potentially disruptive interventions?

-The interpretation of Very Great Extent vs Great Extent appears inconsistent can the authors clarify category definitions?

-Why is there no statistical test (chi square) supporting the observed differences?

-Figure 2 is referenced but not adequately described what specific data visualization method was used?

-Why are some tables poorly labeled or lacking units and clear headings?

-several sentences are grammatically inconsistent or repetitive was the manuscript professionally edited?

-Can the authors revise ambiguous phrases such as attitudes and perceptions have a likelihood of increasing sustainability?

-were ethical approvals obtained for working with indigenous communities, and was informed consent documented?

why does the study lack a clearly defined limitations section addressing sampling, self report bias, and contextual constraints?

-the suggested future research areas are broad how can they be made more specific and testable?
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