EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	Some comments to improving this work:

1.
Correct the equations in Sections 3.3 and 3.4.

2.
Fix the Smithson–Verkuilen formula.

3.
Resolve all DHARMa contradictions.

4.
Make AIC signs consistent everywhere.

5.
Explain 628 vs 622 observations.

6.
Reconsider or justify county random effects with only 2 counties.

Overall, the paper has a usable empirical story, but the methods section needs substantial mathematical cleanup .
	1. Sections 3.3 and 3.4 corrected

2. Smithson–Verkuilen formula rewritten
3. Despite being statistically significant, the KS test is statistically significant in large samples and does not imply substantive model misspecification. Adequate model fit is verified by other diagnostics (dispersion, residual plots).
4. The Beta regression AIC values are negative as a result of the log-likelihood scaling; relative values are used to compare the models, where the smaller the AIC the better the model fits.

5.  The number of observations used was 628 but 6 observations were discarded because of missing or invalid proportional value (0 or 1), and the end result was 622.
6. The scope of this study was limited to two counties in Kenya
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