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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 is very interesting and important for the scientific community, because it investigates the determinants of savings among Bank of Agriculture (BOA) Loan Beneficiary Farmers in South East, Nigeria which is one of Africa's most important agricultural countries. The study found that savings were significantly influenced by age, educational attainment, household size, farm income, interest on deposits, and distance to the bank. Education, farm income, and interest on deposits positively influenced savings, while age and household size negatively influenced it.
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	The title of the article is suitable. 
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive. It briefly and fairly well outlines the content of the article and the main conclusions arising from it. However, in my opinion, the authors should not highlight separate subsections in it as  “Aims”, ”Methodology”, “Results”, “Conclusion”.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. However, in my opinion, the authors should revise it and add the following sections: “Data Availability Statement” & “Abbreviations" to it. In my opinion, the authors should have divided the “Results and discussion” section into two separate sections “Results” and “Discussion”.
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	The references of the article are proper, sufficient and quite recent. However, in my opinion, the authors should update them.
	

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


	In general, English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
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	The article should be accepted for publication with minor revision.
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