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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 addresses an important topic in fiscal decentralization, yet several aspects limit its contribution to the scientific community. The absence of clearly stated research objectives and hypotheses reduces its ability to position itself within ongoing scholarly debates. The methodology section does not sufficiently explain data sources or collection procedures, which weakens transparency and reproducibility. Moreover, the discussion of findings lacks strong integration with existing theoretical frameworks, and the policy implications remain descriptive rather than analytically grounded. Finally, the conclusion does not emphasize the study’s scientific contribution or limitations, which are essential for advancing future research.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive but not fully aligned with scientific journal standards, as it emphasizes variables (households, livestock, fishing) rather than the broader scientific contribution. It does not highlight the methodological approach or the novelty of findings, which limits its appeal to the international research community. A more suitable alternative would be:  

“Determinants of County Revenue Mobilization in Kenya: Evidence from Households, Livestock and Fishing Activities”

This version better reflects the study’s focus on fiscal capacity, signals empirical analysis, and communicates the contribution to debates on decentralization and revenue generation.
	

	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 not yet comprehensive according to scientific journal standards. It does not specify the data source, time frame, or sampling strategy, which are essential for transparency and reproducibility. The research objectives are implied but not explicitly stated. The policy implications are mentioned but remain descriptive, without analytical depth or connection to theoretical debates. Finally, the abstract lacks a strong concluding sentence that highlights the study’s scientific contribution and future research directions, as such: Background / Context; Purpose / Objective; Methodology; Results / Findings; Implications / Contribution.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of applying an OLS regression model, conducting diagnostic tests, and presenting statistically significant results. However, several weaknesses reduce its scientific rigor. The study does not clearly specify the data sources, collection methods, or time frame, which undermines reproducibility. The literature review does not translate into explicit hypotheses, leaving the empirical model disconnected from theoretical foundations. The discussion section lacks integration with existing theory and provides policy recommendations that are more descriptive than analytically grounded. Finally, the conclusion does not emphasize the scientific contribution or limitations, which are necessary for positioning the work within the broader academic discourse.


	

	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 not fully sufficient or recent. While many sources are relevant, a significant portion dates back to 2011–2016, which weakens alignment with scientific journal standards that expect inclusion of the latest scholarship.

Assessment of References

•
Strengths:

o
Includes foundational works on fiscal decentralization (Boex & Kelly, 2011; Salami, 2011).

o
Covers African case studies (Caldeira & Rota-Graziosi, 2014; Mogues & Benin, 2012).

o
Some recent entries (Ayieko & Cherono, 2024; Mulinge et al., 2025; Juma & Kinyamjui, 2025).

•
Weaknesses:

o
Heavy reliance on older sources (2011–2016), which may not reflect current debates.

o
Limited use of recent comparative studies (2023–2025) on revenue mobilization and fiscal capacity in Africa.

o
References are not fully balanced between theoretical and empirical contributions.

Suggested Additions (Recent and Relevant)

To strengthen the manuscript’s currency and credibility, I recommend adding:

1.
IMF (2023) – Navigating Fiscal Challenges in Sub-Saharan Africa: Resilient Strategies and Credible Anchors in Turbulent Waters

o
Provides updated insights into fiscal resilience and decentralization challenges.

2.
United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (2023), Africa must drive domestic revenue mobilization for sustainable development

o
Highlights current policy debates on tax expenditure governance and resource mobilization.

3.
Munich Personal RePEc Archive (2023), Domestic Resource Mobilization for Economic Development in Africa

o
Offers comparative evidence on structural constraints and opportunities in African revenue systems.

Conclusion

The manuscript’s references are partially sufficient but not fully recent. To meet scientific journal standards, the author should integrate 2023–2025 studies on fiscal decentralization and revenue mobilization in Africa, ensuring the literature reflects both current empirical evidence and policy debates. This will enhance the paper’s relevance and scholarly impact.


	

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


	The English quality of the manuscript is generally clear and grammatically correct, but it does not fully meet the expectations of scholarly communication in scientific journals. The writing style is often formulaic and repetitive, with frequent use of phrases such as “statistically significant,” “robust model,” and “policy implications,” which resemble AI generated text rather than natural academic prose. The abstract and discussion sections in particular lack varied sentence structures and nuanced academic expression, making them read more like technical summaries than critical scholarly arguments. In addition, some sections rely heavily on descriptive language without sufficient analytical depth, which weakens the overall academic tone. To be suitable for high impact journals, the manuscript would benefit from greater stylistic refinement, clearer articulation of contributions, and stronger integration of theoretical insights into the narrative.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript follows the general IMRaD structure, but several elements are not fully aligned with scientific journal expectations. The Introduction provides background but does not clearly articulate research objectives or contributions. The Literature Review summarizes prior work but does not develop explicit hypotheses, leaving a gap between theory and empirical testing. The Methodology section presents the regression model and diagnostics but omits details on data sources, collection procedures, and time frame, which are critical for reproducibility. The Results are well presented, yet the Discussion is limited in theoretical integration and does not sufficiently connect findings to broader scholarly debates. The Conclusion is brief and descriptive, lacking emphasis on scientific contributions and limitations. Overall, while the structure is present, several sections need refinement to fully meet the standards of scholarly communication in high impact journals.
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	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)

There are no explicit ethical issues in this manuscript, such as plagiarism, data fabrication, or misuse of human/animal subjects. However, some concerns remain regarding research transparency and integrity. The manuscript does not clearly state the source of data, collection procedures, or ethical clearance for using county-level information, which is expected in scientific journals. In addition, the absence of details on whether the study involved human participants, surveys, or secondary datasets makes it difficult to assess compliance with ethical standards. To strengthen its credibility, the authors should explicitly mention the data source, permissions, and ethical considerations related to the research process.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no apparent competing interest issues disclosed in the manuscript. However, the authors do not provide a formal competing interests statement, which is a standard requirement in scientific journals. Without such a declaration, it is unclear whether any financial, institutional, or personal relationships could have influenced the research process or interpretation of results. To meet scholarly standards, the manuscript should explicitly include a statement confirming either the absence or presence of competing interests.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	The Turnitin report indicates an overall similarity score of 3%, which is well within acceptable limits for scholarly publication. The overlaps are minor, primarily from internet sources and previously submitted student papers, and do not suggest plagiarism. All matched content appears to be common academic phrasing or properly cited references. Therefore, no plagiarism is suspected, and the manuscript can be considered original with respect to academic integrity.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	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”
I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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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)
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