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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The paper is addressing an important issue for the scientific and professional community which is the relationship between staff motivation and performance in the banking industry. Employee motivation is a cornerstone of organizational performance, and examining it in the Nigerian banking context provides both local and global insights into how motivation practices affect productivity and profitability. The findings of this paper contributes to the literature in this field by reinforcing established theories of motivation (Maslow, Herzberg, Vroom) while contextualizing them in a developing economy. Such applied research is highly valuable for both academics and practitioners seeking to improve organizational effectiveness and human resource policies.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “The Effect of Staff Motivation on The Performance Level in the Banking Industry: A Case Study of Access Bank Plc-Lagos”, is descriptive but a bit long and generic.

I suggest, an alternative title:

“Staff Motivation and Performance Outcomes in the Nigerian Banking Sector: A Case Study of Access Bank Plc”

This is more concise and situates the study clearly in terms of sector, geography, and focus.


	

	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 fairly comprehensive, covers the purpose, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. But, it could be improved by including more precise information on the methodology (e.g., type of analysis, rationale for mixed methods), summarizing the numerical results briefly (e.g., “80% of respondents agreed that salary increases enhance productivity”) and condensing lengthy background explanations to make space for highlighting the study’s contribution to the literature and practice.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is generally correct in its application of motivational theories and in its research design. but, the study relies heavily on descriptive statistics, which limits its ability to establish strong causal links. For greater scientific rigor, inferential statistical techniques (e.g., regression, correlation, or ANOVA) could be employed. Despite this limitation, the research is sound for exploratory purposes and provides a clear, context-driven analysis.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are limited, with most dating from the 1970s–1990s. To strengthen the study’s academic grounding, more recent sources on staff motivation, employee engagement, and organizational performance in developing economies should be included. I suggest including references from 2021 up to the present. 

	

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


	The manuscript is written in understandable English, but the grammar, syntax, and phrasing could be polished for scholarly communication. At times, sentences are long and repetitive, reducing clarity. Careful editing for conciseness and professional tone will make the paper more aligned with international academic standards. But overall, it’s acceptable. 

	

	Optional/General comments


	The study provides valuable insights but would benefit from integrating more contemporary theories (e.g., job engagement, psychological contract theory) in addition to the classical motivational theories.

The discussion section is strong, but it should better highlight practical implications for policy makers and bank managers, not just theoretical alignment.

Tables are helpful, but some could be consolidated or presented more clearly for readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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