The paper is well-written and informative and so I am supportive of its publication. However, I would like only to raise authors’ attention to a couple of details.
The strengths of the paper are as follows: (i) it provides a complexity-friendly perspective on the use of models in policy making; (ii) it includes an informative excursus on methodological implications of using ABMs for policy purposes; (iii) it gives a comprehensive analysis of pros and cons of modeling complex systems when dealing with different sources of uncertainty; (iv) it can stimulate further applications of ABM in the policy domain.
The weaknesses of the paper deals with the lack of references to important literature on two important points. While this does not disqualify the quality of this contribution all in all, I would suggest authors to consider these points.
Reviewer's point 1: inclusion of (references to) "behavioral science"
 First, when discussing uncertainty due to interaction effects, the authors correctly argued that part of the problem is due to the fact that economic agents can (partially) anticipate other agents’ strategies and this can dramatically affect the predictability of outcomes and so is part of the deep uncertainty that dominates each policy scenario. While this is part of standard game theory, according to behavioural game theory (see Gintis H. 2009 The Bounds of Reason: Game Theory and the Unification of the Behavioral Sciences, Princeton University Press, NJ), this also paves the way to considering agent strategies not only as “rational, self-interest” but as “rationalisable”, given to this a more open and rich account of agent rationality. Norms, emotions can be part of the rational strategies played by agents and so can also be triggered by policy stimuli (e.g., think to the nudge approach to policy, e.g., Sharif E. (eds) 2012 The Behavioral Foundations of Public Policy, Princeton University Press, NJ.). A nice extension could be to consider more behaviourally informed policy literature, as this can provide a richer account of what can happen, and also be achieved, when economic agents are not strictly viewed as rational utility maximisers.
Shortly, I did not find this paper tuned on the recent advances in behavioural sciences, while this is important also for their line of reasoning
We are struggling with this comment.
Foremost, we agree that behavioral sciences matter and that such behavioral issues should be taken into account/ could be exploited by policy makers. Whether or not we need to extensively discuss it is a matter of debate. Including a discussion of behavioral sciences seems to be on a sliding scale and may lead to question about/ suggestions on social agent/individual-based models, the modeling of norms, attitudes, and emotions, etc., and indeed a review of different policy instruments, how policy instruments 'work', policies that exploit behavioral mechanisms/  'behaviorally informed' policies, etc. However, also require us to discuss phenomena like shirking, opportunistic, bargaining position, etc. We feel this is all out of scope for a relatively slender paper. 
Our main focus is not so much an extensive review of all sources of uncertainty, but mainly on (i) the primary sources of economic uncertainty (i.e. information and technological uncertainty, mostly) and (ii) how ABMs allow 'ill-defined heuristics' that reflect those sources of uncertainty and can then be used to derive policy interventions. It really is about making a case for and discussing ins and outs of using ABMs featuring economic uncertainty to do policy engineering.
We propose, though, to include the following paragraph: "Agent-based models do allow implementing heuristics that take into account a private world-model and own reasoning on (possible) actions and behavior of other agents. Crucially, these heuristics need not be perfectly optimizing, can well cope with imperfect or missing information, and may even consider (perceptions of) interests of other agents. As such, agent-based modeling allows for a variety of rationalities not just a 'perfect, self-interested rationality' (cf. Gintis, 2009) and is a supplement to behavioral economic experiments (see Pyka, A. and Müller, M. (2016), Agent based modelling and behavioural economics, in: Frantz, R. (ed.), Handbook of Behavioural Economics, Routledge, forthcoming). Moreover, policy makers can experimentally derive interventions that either implicitly account for or even explicitly exploit such behavioral economic heuristics, e.g. by providing a 'nudge' (cf. Sharif, 2012).
Reviewer's point 2: extending offset of ABM and conventional approach
Secondly, when authors discuss the potential advantages of ABM for policy making, I found not enough detail on the conventional approach. Standard economists have not only a primacy due to their political influence and disciplinary prestige. They also provide simple recipes to complex problems.
True, we do not discuss the neoclassical approach in great detail. This, however, has been a deliberate choice to not engage in (rather unproductive) 'neoclassical theory bashing'. The interested reader can however find more details in Vermeulen (2015). In fact, if anything, we show that 'neoclassical theorists' like Arrow already discuss concepts like 'information uncertainty'.  The aim of the paper is to explain how ABMs can be used for policy engineering, rather than a review of different instruments for policy makers.
That said, we propose to add the following sentence: Particularly in situations characterized by (non-stochastic) uncertainty, the classical benchmark of optimal efficiency is inadequate and one cannot rely on traditional optimization techniques (see Pyka, 2015)
Even their models are a “black box”, to mention a concept used to criticize ABMs by the authors. This is not a problem of ABMs, in my opinion, given that also standard DSGE models can be viewed as a black box by policy makers who might be unfamiliar with the sophisticated theory behind.
We think our formulation might have been confusing. We are not criticizing ABMs. We state that ABMs can be used in black-box studies but also allow taking a peek inside that box and trace interactions within the model, etc. So, we in fact say it is much more than yet another mathematical model. 
The problem is that ABMs aim to provide a richer account on how complex economic systems work and sometimes it is difficult to come to simple prescriptions, while they are superior in principles in providing visualizations of system behavior and testing/experimenting policy options in probabilistic scenarios.
We agree. Hopefully our paper makes this clear enough.
  


