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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.


	The manuscript addresses a relevant question concerning the role of agricultural subsectors in shaping economic growth in Nigeria, and it attempts to incorporate distributional regression techniques to capture non-Gaussian features of macroeconomic data. The focus on disaggregation is appropriate and aligns with recent empirical literature. However, the current version does not fully exploit the methodological potential it claims, and the empirical strategy raises concerns that limit the reliability of the conclusions. As it stands, the contribution is more incremental than substantive.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is acceptable, but it somewhat overstates the methodological contribution. The term “flexible regression approach” suggests a level of methodological innovation or rigor that is not fully supported in the implementation.

Suggested alternative:
“Disaggregated Agricultural Output and Economic Growth in Nigeria: Evidence from Distributional Regression 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 abstract is generally clear but lacks precision and balance:
· The dependent variable is not clearly defined (GDP level vs growth rate).

· The claim that flexible models “perform much better” is not quantified.

· The abstract emphasizes methodology but underreports limitations and assumptions.

· Some phrasing is vague (e.g., “better inferences”, “volatile relations”).

A more concise and technically precise abstract would improve clarity and credibility.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are several substantive issues that need to be addressed before the results can be considered reliable:
1. Time series properties are ignored
The analysis uses quarterly macroeconomic data but does not address:

· stationarity,

· unit roots,

· cointegration,

· structural breaks.
This omission is critical. Estimating regression-type models on non-stationary series may lead to spurious relationships, regardless of whether GAMLSS is used.

2. Model specification is incomplete
The model includes contemporaneous agricultural outputs only. There is no consideration of:

· lag structures,

· dynamic effects,

· persistence in GDP.
This is a strong simplification for macroeconomic data.

3. Endogeneity is not discussed
Agricultural output and GDP are likely jointly determined. The assumption of exogeneity is neither justified nor tested. This raises concerns about the interpretation of coefficients.

4. Multicollinearity is acknowledged but not handled
The manuscript notes strong correlations among regressors but does not quantify or correct for them (e.g., VIF, principal components, or regularization methods).

5. Overreliance on statistical significance
The discussion focuses heavily on p-values without translating results into economically meaningful terms. There is no discussion of effect size, elasticity, or policy relevance.

6. Model comparison is limited
The comparison is restricted to alternative distributions within GAMLSS. There is no comparison with standard time series frameworks (e.g., ARDL, VAR), despite these being discussed in the literature review.

7. Validation is insufficient
Model selection relies on in-sample criteria (AIC, SBC, deviance). There is no out-of-sample validation or robustness analysis, which weakens the claim of model superiority.

Overall, the econometric framework is not sufficiently developed for the type of conclusions drawn.

The references are generally relevant but somewhat uneven in quality:
· Some recent citations appear in lower-tier outlets, while key foundational econometric references are missing.

· The manuscript would benefit from including standard references on time series econometrics and model diagnostics.


	

	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 somewhat uneven in quality:
· Some recent citations appear in lower-tier outlets, while key foundational econometric references are missing.

· The manuscript would benefit from including standard references on time series econometrics and model diagnostics.


	

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


	The manuscript requires careful language editing:
· Several sentences are grammatically incorrect or awkwardly structured.

· There is repetition across sections, particularly in the discussion.

· Some terminology is imprecise or inconsistently used.

While the meaning is generally clear, the current version does not meet the standards of polished academic writing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The introduction is overly extended relative to the methodological depth of the paper.
· The methodological section lacks formal clarity (e.g., incomplete notation in the GAMLSS specification).

· Tables are informative, but interpretation often repeats the numbers rather than providing insight.

· The conclusion restates results without critically reflecting on limitations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical concerns are identified. The study relies on secondary macroeconomic data from official sources.
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