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	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.


	Filling this gap in the regional empirical literature, panel cross-section analysis with EViews 12 shows that financial inclusion proxies (loans to rural farmers, bank density, deposit-to-GDP ratio and mobile banking penetration) collectively account for about 96% variations in agricultural productivity in crop; livestock; forestry and fishing subsectors. The results expose complex effects—no significant influence on crop yields, but significant negative impact on livestock yields and mixed impacts on forestry and fishing resources—providing empirical information to support the formulation of policies for policymakers at rural financial sector and researchers seeking to improve rural access to finance as a tool to increase food security in agriculture-based economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No - it has quite a generic title and doesn't say anything very specific about the range, methodology or main findings in the text so might not be that discoverable.

Suggested title:

“Interactions among financial inclusion, agricultural productivity by small-holder farmers in seven west African countries, 2010-2022”
	

	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 is good overall but it needs some work to make it clearer and more balanced. It does a job of telling us what the topic is, where it is happening and when. We also learn about the things they used to figure it out like the proxies and how they broke down the information about agriculture. The method they used is also explained, which is a panel cross-section done with EViews 12. The abstract also talks about the thing they found out together which is that they were able to explain about 96 percent of what was going on. The abstract also gives us some ideas for what policies could be put in place. The abstract needs to be structured to make it easier to follow. The topic and the region and the period and the proxies and the disaggregation of agriculture and the method and the key joint finding and the policy recommendations are all, in the abstract. However, it underplays the heterogeneous and sometimes negative effects across sub-sectors, does not explicitly mention the panel random-effects specification, and includes an over-detailed list of recommendations that could be shortened.
Addition: cross-country secondary data for 2010–2022, use of panel techniques, and focus on multiple agricultural sub-sectors in top West African economies

Deletion: Shorten the recommendations in the abstract to one concise sentence (e.g. focusing on mobile access, cooperative formation, and agent banking) and leave operational details (like “soft loans for mobile phones”) to the main text.​
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It repeatedly calls the data "cross-sectional" despite covering 2010-2022 across 7-8 countries, which creates a panel dataset (N=7-8 countries × T=13 years). True cross-section data has no time dimension; this is a short unbalanced panel, and "panel cross-section analysis" is not standard terminology—proper terms are Pooled OLS, Fixed Effects (FE), or Random Effects (RE)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are insufficient in both quantity and recency, relying heavily on a narrow set of pre-2020 studies (e.g., Olaniyi 2017, Ajide 2016) while under-citing post-2020 regional work
Majority pre-2020; ignores 2020-2025 explosion in digital financial inclusion-agriculture research post-COVID/mobile money surge.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Requires thorough proofreading by a native English speaker or professional editor

	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths

Addresses a genuine literature gap with cross-country panel data (2010-2022) on an understudied region.

References: Heavily outdated; integrate 2022-2025 studies like Unachukwu (2024) on identical country panels.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No:  there is no ethical issues in this manuscript
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