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	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 manuscript addresses an important question within the field of fiscal decentralization by empirically examining the structural determinants of own-source revenue at the subnational level in Kenya. By focusing on agrarian economic bases—households, livestock, and fishing—the study contributes to ongoing debates about fiscal capacity formation in developing and predominantly rural economies. The findings provide useful insights into how sectoral composition shapes local revenue performance, which is highly relevant for scholars working on public finance, intergovernmental fiscal relations, and regional development. Despite methodological limitations, the study adds context-specific evidence from a lower-middle-income country setting, an area that remains underrepresented in the empirical fiscal federalism literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 structured and covers the objective, methodology, and key findings. However, it requires refinement to improve clarity, precision, and alignment with the empirical scope of the study.

Suggestions for improvement:
1. Clarify the Research Gap
The abstract should more explicitly state what gap in the fiscal decentralization or own-source revenue literature the study addresses. Currently, it moves quickly from context to analysis without clearly articulating the novelty.

2. Moderate Causal Language
If the study is based on cross-sectional data, the abstract should avoid causal wording (e.g., “determine” or “impact”) and instead use terms such as “examine,” “assess,” or “analyze associations.”

3. Specify the Data Scope
The abstract should clearly mention:

The number of counties (47), The cross-sectional nature of the data, The year(s) of data collection, This improves transparency.

4. Clarify Model Type
If a log-linear regression model is used, this can be briefly mentioned to enhance methodological precision.

5. Tighten Policy Claims
Policy recommendations in the abstract should be aligned strictly with empirical findings and avoid normative overextension.

6. Avoid Overgeneralization
Ensure that conclusions are framed within the Kenyan context unless broader generalizability is justified.

Overall, the abstract is adequate but would benefit from improved specificity, methodological clarity, and more cautious interpretation of findings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its basic empirical execution, but it is not fully rigorous in its current form.

The statistical procedures applied (log-linear regression, diagnostic checks, multicollinearity assessment) are technically appropriate for cross-sectional county-level analysis, and the results are internally consistent. However, there are methodological and inferential limitations that affect scientific robustness. These include potential omitted variable bias, lack of control variables aligned with the literature review, possible endogeneity between household numbers and revenue, and the absence of robustness checks. In addition, some interpretations (particularly elasticity framing and policy implications) require greater precision.

Therefore, while the study is methodologically acceptable at a foundational level, it requires substantial refinement to meet strong scientific standards. It is scientifically plausible but needs major revision to strengthen rigor, theoretical alignment, and inferential validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are adequate in number and include several recent publications, but they are not entirely sufficient or optimally balanced for the study’s scope. References are reasonably recent but not fully sufficient for the manuscript’s theoretical and analytical claims.
	

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


	The language quality is generally understandable and academically structured, but it is not fully suitable for publication in its current form without language editing. While the manuscript communicates its arguments clearly, there are recurring issues including:

· Minor grammatical inconsistencies,

· Occasional awkward phrasing,

· Repetition in certain sections,

· Inconsistent terminology usage,

· Overly long or structurally dense sentences.

These issues do not obscure meaning but reduce scholarly polish and precision. Professional language editing is recommended to improve clarity, flow, and technical accuracy before publication.
Example:

“Own source revenue is very important for counties because it is important for development and service delivery.”

Issue:
Repetition of “important” weakens academic tone.

Improved version:
“Own-source revenue is critical for county-level development and public service delivery.”


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the study has good potential but requires substantial revision to meet high scholarly publication standards.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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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)
	Over all marks: 7.5

Major Revision (>7–8)

The manuscript addresses an important topic and applies appropriate basic statistical techniques; however, substantial improvements are required in theoretical grounding, model specification, alignment between literature and empirical analysis, and moderation of causal and policy claims before it can reach publishable standard.
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