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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.


	The paragraph is overly general and does not clearly articulate the study’s novel scientific contribution or the specific research gap it addresses. It also fails to explicitly link the importance of the manuscript to its methodology or actual findings, making the discussion appear more descriptive than analytical. Furthermore, it lacks critical balance, as it does not acknowledge the study’s limitations or engage more deeply with the specificity of the Kenyan context.
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	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 clear and well-structured, but it is not fully comprehensive. Below are concise and clear remarks:

· It does not explicitly state the research gap addressed by the study.

· It does not specify the data period or indicate whether the data are cross-sectional or time-series.

· It focuses on statistical significance without clarifying the practical implications of the findings.

· It includes methodological details that could be shortened in favor of highlighting the study’s scientific contribution.

· The section on policy relevance could be strengthened.

Overall, the abstract is good, but it requires greater precision and specificity to be more complete.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language used is clear and professional. However, some sentences are lengthy and could be broken down for easier comprehension. Additionally, ensuring consistency in terminology and formatting throughout the manuscript would enhance its readability
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