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	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 is important for the scientific community as it contributes empirically to the evolving literature on fiscal decentralization and sub-national revenue capacity in developing economies. By focusing on sector-specific structural determinants of own-source revenue in Kenya’s counties, it offers nuanced insights that extend beyond generalized debates on devolution. The quantitative approach and diagnostic rigor strengthen its academic value. However, the manuscript could further enhance its contribution by more explicitly situating its findings within broader comparative fiscal federalism literature and by addressing potential endogeneity and omitted variable concerns to improve analytical robustness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Fiscal Capacity under Devolution: Households, Livestock & Fishing Activities in Kenya’s County Governments,” is generally suitable as it clearly reflects the thematic focus on fiscal decentralization and sectoral determinants of own-source revenue. It is specific, policy-relevant, and geographically grounded.
If Author wish to change the title, an alternative title can be- “Determinants of Own-Source Revenue under Devolution: Evidence from Kenyan County Governments” 
	

	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 well-structured and clearly states the research objective, methodology, and principal findings. It effectively highlights the log-linear OLS approach and summarizes the direction and significance of the key predictors. However, it could be strengthened by briefly indicating the sample size (47 counties) and the cross-sectional nature of the data to enhance transparency. Additionally, including a concise statement on the model’s explanatory power (e.g., R²) would improve its analytical completeness. The abstract may also benefit from slightly reducing background context to allow more space for methodological clarity and policy relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in terms of its econometric structure, variable specification, and application of diagnostic tests to validate OLS assumptions. The log transformation of OSR is methodologically appropriate, and the statistical interpretation of coefficients is largely consistent with the model specification. However, certain scientific limitations remain. The reliance on cross-sectional data restricts causal inference, and potential endogeneity or omitted variable bias (e.g., urbanization rate, poverty levels, intergovernmental transfers) is not sufficiently addressed. While the results are statistically coherent, incorporating robustness checks or alternative model specifications would strengthen the scientific rigor and overall reliability of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate in scope and includes many relevant sources on fiscal decentralization, own-source revenue, and sub-national public finance in developing countries. 
However, a few areas need strengthening:

1. Recency: Some key empirical studies on fiscal capacity and decentralization published in the last 5–7 years are missing. Including more recent literature would place the findings within current debates.

2. Theoretical grounding: References to foundational fiscal federalism works (e.g., Oates, Bird & Smart) are present, but integrating recent contributions on revenue effort and fiscal capacity measurement (e.g., papers in World Development, Public Budgeting & Finance, Journal of Development Studies) would improve conceptual framing.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally clear and understandable, and the argument is presented in an academically structured manner. The terminology used is appropriate for the field of fiscal decentralization and public finance. However, the manuscript would benefit from careful language editing to improve grammatical consistency, sentence flow, and precision of expression. There are occasional typographical errors, capitalization inconsistencies, and overly long sentences that affect readability. Refining transitions between sections and tightening some repetitive phrasing would enhance clarity. Overall, the English quality is suitable but requires moderate proofreading to meet the standards of high-impact scholarly communication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	I have find 86% AI Generated Text. I am attaching the Turnitin Report. Even Integrity Flag are also shown in the Text.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	6- Major Revision is required as the 86% text is AI generated. If Journal Guidelines allows such AI generated Text, then from my end it is approved. Else I expect that Author should make the Research paper AI Plagiarism Free. 
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