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	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 a pressing and widely recognized problem in public financial management: the low uptake of development funds in decentralized government systems. This issue remains critical not only for Kenya but for many developing countries implementing fiscal decentralization reforms. The study presents empirical evidence from county financial leadership, which is beneficial to policymakers and researchers. The use of exploratory factor analysis and regression modeling enhances the paper's ability to identify underlying determinants of budget uptake, enabling evidence-based pathways for administrative reforms. Overall, this manuscript fills a significant gap in the literature by shifting the focus from constituency funds to county fund uptake. This area has been relatively underexplored in public administration research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and accurate, reflecting the study's content. However, the word "survey" may not fully capture the methodological depth of the study, which includes exploratory factor analysis and regression modeling.

Suggested alternative title:

Factors Influencing County Development Fund Absorption in Kenya: Evidence from a National Survey
	

	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 provides a clear overview of the research problem, the population, the methodologies, and the main findings. However, it could be improved in several ways:

· Include the specific statistical techniques used (environmental impact analysis, principal component analysis, multiple regression) more explicitly.

· Add specific numerical results, such as the R² value (0.690) and the variable with the most significant effect (employee characteristics).

· State the theoretical contribution or practical application in a single sentence.

· The introduction is somewhat lengthy and descriptive; shortening it would enhance clarity.

· Remove informal phrases such as "a set of recommendations."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here
	Overall, the manuscript demonstrates scientific soundness and methodological rigor. The research design aligns with the objectives, and the statistical procedures—KMO test, Bartlett test, factor extraction, reliability testing, analysis of variance, and regression—are applied appropriately.

However, several methodological issues warrant attention:

· Environmental Impact Analysis (EFA) and Item Deletion: Four items with a community correlation coefficient of less than 0.50 were deleted. The manuscript should justify the conceptual impact of deleting these items, particularly since some represent important structural governance variables.

· Potential for Internal Influence: Staff characteristics may be internal to systems and structures. The paper does not acknowledge this limitation.

· Time Discrepancy: The text indicates that data were collected in October 2025, but it does not justify response bias stemming from cyclical political events.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references are generally relevant, but many are quite dated (2003–2014). Only a few go beyond 2016. The topic of public finance absorption has seen extensive recent literature that should be included.

· Most of the references were without links or DOIs. 
	

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


	The language is understandable but requires significant editing to meet high-impact scholarly standards.

· Frequent long sentences that reduce clarity.

· Grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., subject–verb agreement, punctuation).

· Informal or conversational phrasing in some sections.

Recommendation: Professional copyediting or revision by a native-level academic editor.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No explicit ethical issues are detected. The study uses a survey of public officials and does not involve personal or sensitive data. However, disclosure of IRB/ethical approval is not mentioned and should be included.
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