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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 makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by applying flexible distributive regression (GAMLSS) to the macroeconomic analysis of the agricultural economy, a method rarely used in the African agricultural economy. As the authors note, “distributed regression methods have not been exploited in agricultural macroeconomics especially in Africa” — highlighting a genuine methodological gap. The study also provides new evidence on the heterogeneous effects of agricultural subsectors on the GDP of tobacco in Nigeria, which is valuable for policy making in resource-dependent economies. Moreover, the finding that GDP growth is asymmetric and hard-‑-tailed reinforces the need for more robust modelling approaches in macroeconomic research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and accurately reflects the content. However, it is quite long and could be made more concise, while retaining its meaning.

“Agricultural Subsector Contributions to Nigeria’s GDP: Evidence from GAMLSS Models”
	

	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 summary is generally comprehensive and well structured. It shall clearly state the essential motivation, methodology, data and findings. However, it could be improved by:

A brief indication of sample size (60 quarters) for clarity.

Adding a sentence on political implications, as the findings have strong political relevance.

The phrase “does not have a conclusive conclusion” is redundant and should be reviewed.

The summary is a bit long; squeezing some sentences would improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate and the justification for using GAMLSS is strong. For example, the authors correctly note that “the distribution of quarterly GDP growth in Nigeria is asymmetric, heavy‑tailed and time‑varing volatile”, which supports the use of non‑Gaussian models.

The results are consistent between models, and the diagnosis (e.g., the Filliben correlation of 0.99527 for GG) supports the choice of model. The interpretation of the coefficients is reasonable, although the negative coefficient of the animals may require a deeper structural explanation.

More discussion on possible endogeneity or omission of bias of variables could be strengthened.

It should be clarified whether the variables have been tested for stationary.

It should be explained why Inverse Gaussian and Log-normal (referred to in the introduction) were not included in the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and include both classical and recent works (2021–2025).
	

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


	English is generally understandable and suitable for scientific communication. However, there are occasional grammatical problems, awkward phrases, and typographical errors. Examples include:

“does not have a conclusive conclusion”

“BILE Livestock” in correlation table

Some long sentences could be broken for clarity.

A light language editing is recommended.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no ethical concerns. The study uses publicly available macroeconomic data and does not involve human subjects.
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