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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 is highly relevant as it explores the real-world implications of fertilizer subsidy policies in the context of smallholder rice farmers in Kenya—a critical demographic for national food security. With growing concerns over sustainable agriculture and government spending effectiveness, the study addresses an important policy evaluation gap. Its empirical analysis using multivariable regression models and stratified ecosystem comparisons adds scientific rigor. The findings provide key insights for agricultural policymakers, especially in sub-Saharan Africa, where subsidies form a major agricultural support mechanism. The research also supports evidence-based improvements in subsidy distribution and farming ecosystem management. Overall, the manuscript contributes meaningful data for agricultural economics, policy, and rural development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is well-structured and clearly reflects the study's scope, geographical focus, and methodology. It effectively conveys the manuscript's essence and aligns with the content.
	

	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 informative and provides an overview of the objectives, methods, and main findings. However, it is overly dense and could be improved by:

· Separating the objective, methods, results, and conclusion into distinct sentences.

· Providing a clearer statistical summary (e.g., confidence intervals or p-values).

· Deleting redundant words and simplifying complex phrasing.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. It employs a valid research design (cross-sectional survey), uses standard econometric tools (OLS, ANOVA), and applies the Cobb-Douglas production function appropriately. The results are statistically and logically interpreted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and includes several relevant and recent studies (2022–2024). However, additional recent references from broader sub-Saharan contexts or comparative countries like Nigeria or India could enrich the discussion. Suggested additions:

· FAO reports on African rice subsidy impacts (2022–23)

· World Bank publications on agricultural input support programs
	

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


	The manuscript is well-written, with only minor grammatical issues. It maintains an academic tone suitable for scholarly communication. Minor copy-editing can improve flow and clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This investigates a pressing issue in agricultural policy—the efficacy of fertilizer subsidies on rice productivity. It uses a robust methodology involving 480 farmers across two counties and differentiates between irrigated and rain-fed ecosystems. The application of multivariable regression and the Cobb-Douglas production model provides scientific rigor.  

The authors successfully demonstrate that farmers using both subsidized and unsubsidized fertilizers have significantly higher yields than those using either alone or none. The stratified analysis by county and ecosystem provides nuanced insights that are highly valuable to policymakers. Furthermore, the study recognizes the barriers to fertilizer access, including affordability and distribution inefficiencies, and recommends practical improvements such as irrigation infrastructure and targeted farmer education.

The manuscript’s main strength lies in its empirical grounding and policy relevance. However, a few areas require attention: the abstract should be refined for clarity, a few grammatical inconsistencies should be corrected, and the discussion could benefit from integrating more global literature for comparative framing.

Despite these minor limitations, the chapter is a valuable contribution to agricultural policy research. It bridges a significant knowledge gap and offers actionable recommendations for both government and private stakeholders. With minor revisions, this manuscript will meet high academic and policy standards.
Guideline Justification:

· Scientifically robust and methodologically sound

· Data-rich and policy-relevant

· Minor revisions needed in abstract and flow
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