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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	Critically analysed and filled a regional gap in agricultural credits. This study highlights the use of econometric techniques, which strengthen the analysis. Country-wise variations in results and the reasons behind have been carefully discussed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, this title is very much 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.


	Abstract is well structured and systematic.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference is insufficient; add some more recent references, as I mentioned in the comments.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	— The manuscript validates strong potential for publication after a few improvements in structure, formatting, and clarity, which are elaborated in detail below.

1. In the introduction, you cite World Bank data ("According to World Bank data"), but you haven't included an in-text citation or year.
2. Comprehensive and well-cited literature review. To strengthen, include a few recent references (2020–2024), especially those covering digital credit or post-COVID agricultural finance.

3. In the Data and Methodology section, include a table of variables with definitions, data sources, and expected signs. Briefly mention any diagnostic tests performed (e.g., stationarity or multicollinearity).

4. Rewrite the manuscript, including all equations, in a neat LaTeX-style format.
5. The country-specific tables (Tables 2 and 4) are central to the comparative analysis of SAARC nations, but they currently show some inconsistencies and missing information. Specifically:
· Table 2 (Agricultural Production) omits Sri Lanka, whereas Table 4 includes it. For consistency and SAARC-wide comparability, all eight countries should be represented in both tables.

· Tables do not consistently report the number of observations (N), and some coefficients lack clear significance indicators. Including standard errors, t-values, or p-values uniformly would improve transparency.

· While *, **, *** are used, a clear footnote explaining the significance levels is recommended.

· Ensuring uniform formatting across all countries and reporting key diagnostic statistics will enhance readability.

6. The discussion on country-level variations is good. Adding a summary paragraph highlighting key inter-country differences would make this section stand out more.

7. Adding figures or charts (e.g., trends of credit flow, coefficient plots) would make the results section more engaging and visually clear.

8. Some paragraphs (especially in Results and Discussion) are too detailed or repetitive. Condense overlapping explanations and use concise academic language.

9. In the reference section, instead of (n.d.), you should include the year of the latest update or access.
10. Correct formatting of the manuscript (extra spaces, double spaces).
11. Numbers in tables should not have unnecessary trailing periods unless part of a decimal. Example (Table 1): "1.4413 (0.7674) ." → remove the extra period.

12. Adding in source "Author's own computation" instead of "Authors own computation".
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