Author's Reply to the Review Report (Reviewer 2)
Thank you so much for your review, I have considered or revised each of your suggestions and questions accordingly. Thanks again for your help and time.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK11]1. Line 61: How conflict will be solved between herder's and land owner regarding subsidy distribution?
Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 56 to 60 of the manuscript: Specifically, “This national policy categorizes grasslands into grazing ban areas and grass-livestock balance areas, determined by the ecological conditions of the grasslands. It takes into account both grassland ecology and herders' livelihoods by providing subsidies and awards to grassland contractors who adhere to the policy.”

2. Line 110: What mechanism was adapted for subsidy distribution?
[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 94 to 101 of the manuscript: Specifically, “Various regions experience disparities in subsidies due to differences in natural conditions, socio-economic environments, and levels of economic development [37]. In response to these variations, some local governments have maintained the uniform subsidy standards established by the national government, while others have further refined these standards based on the unique grassland ecological conditions in their regions. This adaptation has led to two main types of subsidies in the current implementation of the GECP: subsidy hierarchization, tailored to different grassland ecological conditions, and subsidy harmonization, adhering to the unified national standard.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148619791]3. Line 111: How this study is unique from the other published studies with the same aspects? What is the innovation?
Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 112 to 143 of the manuscript: Specifically, “Presently, the research landscape concerning the Grassland Ecosystem Compensation Policy (GECP) is extensive and multifaceted. A plethora of studies, employing quantitative analysis, have compared grassland ecology, livestock production, and herders' income before and after GECP implementation in the same region. These investigations have consistently demonstrated that the GECP yields positive outcomes in protecting grassland ecology, regulating livestock production, and safeguarding herders' livelihoods [39]. However, it is notable that the primary obstacle to effective policy implementation remains the relatively lower subsidy standards [6,40]. Some studies have delved into the formulation of grassland ecological subsidy standards through both quantitative and qualitative analyses. These studies have underscored the necessity for ecological subsidy standards to consider not only the direct costs but also opportunity costs and the value of grassland ecological service functions within local herders' households [41,42]. Moreover, research focused on herders' satisfaction with the implementation of GECP and the factors influencing it, as assessed through quantitative analysis, has revealed substantial regional variations in herders' satisfaction with the implementation outcomes of GECP. These variations are significantly influenced by the social, economic, and ecological characteristics specific to each region [43−45]. Furthermore, studies have compared grassland eco-compensation methods and their effectiveness across different countries, such as China and Germany. These analyses have revealed that eco-compensation policies in both countries have faced challenges in delivering environmental services due to issues like insufficient participation, monitoring, control, and regulatory provisions [46,47]. Additionally, research has scrutinized herders' satisfaction in the Western Desert Region and the Tibetan Plateau region in conjunction with the effectiveness of the GECP. These studies have unveiled differences in herders' overall satisfaction, with herders in the western desert region displaying higher satisfaction levels due to diversified income sources and reduced reliance on animal husbandry. The size of households and herders' comprehension of the policy have been identified as key determinants of herders' policy satisfaction in all regions [48,49]. Although extensive research has been conducted on satisfaction and its influencing factors regarding the implementation of the GECP, all these studies are based on regions with the same subsidy standards and various ecological functional zones. Nonetheless, there is still a notable gap in exploring herders' satisfaction and the factors influencing it in regions with diverse subsidy standard designs.”

4. Line 169: Why there was a huge difference between subsidies of two regions? what is the justification?
Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 196 to 200 of the manuscript: Specifically, “In accordance with the national policy, Sunan has further divided the ecological compensation standard into five levels, taking into account the quality, yield, and stocking rate of grassland, and has implemented subsidy hierarchization measures. In contrast, Gannan adheres to the national policy without further subdivision, following the subsidy harmonization approach (Table 1).”

5. Line 186-87: Which statistical approach was applied to determine the number of questionnaire and sample size? Which method or formula was used?
Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 233 to 237 of the manuscript: Specifically, “Due to the extensive area and low population density of the survey area, this study selected Huangcheng, Baiyin, and Dahe, which have a large implementation area in Sunan, as well as Maqu and Hezuo in Gannan, as the sample areas based on the actual grassland area involved in the GECP. Finally, a total of 142 households from 11 town-ships and 35 villages were surveyed for this study using a random sampling method.”

6. Line 261: Authors just have talked about the leased pasture here. Classify the tenure system of grassland which respect to the study area.
Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 312 to 319 of the manuscript: Specifically, “The use of leased-in pasture can have either positive or negative effects on satisfaction with the implementation effects of GECP. Although the implementation of GECP resulted in some small-scale household businesses abandoning animal husbandry, it allowed large-scale business households to realize economies of scale by leasing pastures [64]. On the other hand, while herder households can increase their livestock population through leased-in pastures, the ecological compensation funds for these leased pastures typically go to the owners of the pastures rather than to the users [65].”

7. Line 359: Authors did not compare the finding of this study with previous literature. Only a few citations were used in whole discussion section. Also, there is lack of justification and alignment with current findings. Authors need to work seriously and MUST improve this section by adding ample supportive studies.
Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 501 to 502 of the manuscript: Specifically, “These findings align with results reported in [63,74,75] based on field surveys conducted in northwestern China.”
Please review lines 512 to 515 of the manuscript:
Specifically, “These findings provide empirical support to conclusions drawn from previous studies by [61,73,75]. These studies have emphasized the crucial role of ecological compensation income and the grassland ecological environment in shaping herders' satisfaction with the GECP.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148623128]Please review lines 534 to 535 of the manuscript:
Specifically, “These findings align with and further reinforce the evidence presented in previous studies [75,76].”
Please review lines 561 to 565 of the manuscript:
Specifically, “The results of this study are in agreement with previous research, which indicated that herders often evaluate the grassland ecosystem compensation policy as moderate, satisfied, or dissatisfied, with fewer expressing very high satisfaction [4,6,50]. Additionally, the amount of subsidy and the improvement of grassland ecological conditions were identified as key concerns for herders [6,76].”

8. Line 449: Conclusions must be concise and be focused on the aspect of present study, instead of replication of abstract.
Thank you very much for this advice, I have revised it and please review lines 541 to 561 of the manuscript: Specifically, “Based on data collected from 140 herder households in Sunan (with subsidy hierarchization) and Gannan (with subsidy harmonization), two different ecological subsidy design regions in Gansu Province, China, this study employed descriptive statistical analyses and ordered logistic regression modeling to investigate herders' satisfaction with the implementation effects of the grassland ecosystem compensation policy and identify its determinants. Results showed that variations in herders' satisfaction based on the different ecological subsidy designs. In Sunan, 47.89% of respondents expressed satisfaction with the policy. Their satisfaction was positively associated with factors such as changes in native grasses on pastures, ecological compensation income, and alterations in inedible native grasses on pastures. On the other hand, it was negatively correlated with the ethnic background of the household head, the number of livestock reared, and the willingness to relocate to an urban area. In contrast, in Gannan, 69.57% of respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the policy. Factors positively associated with satisfaction in this region included changes in native grasses on pastures, diversity of income sources, and ecological compensation income. Interestingly, both ecological compensation income and changes in native grasses exhibited a significant positive correlation with herders' satisfaction, regardless of the specific subsidy design in place. These findings provide valuable insights into the factors influencing herders' satisfaction with the grassland ecosystem compensation policy. They highlight the importance of ecological compensation income and the condition of native grasses in shaping herders' perceptions of the policy's effectiveness.”
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