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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This manuscript is valuable for the scientific community as it highlights the economic advantages of Farmer Producer Companies (FPCs) in maize cultivation. It provides empirical evidence on how collective action reduces input costs and improves profitability for smallholder farmers. The study's findings can aid policymakers, researchers, and agricultural stakeholders in strengthening FPC models to enhance farm incomes and sustainability. The manuscript is well-structured and contributes to agricultural economics and rural development research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable as it clearly conveys the study's objective. However, a more precise alternative could be:
"Economic Impact of Farmer Producer Company Membership on Maize Cultivation in Kollegala, Karnataka."
	

	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 comprehensive and provides key findings, but it could benefit from a brief mention of statistical significance in results. Additionally, summarizing policy implications in one sentence would enhance its impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The methodology is clearly explained, including cost analysis and statistical tools like t-tests. The data is well-structured, supporting the conclusions drawn. The study effectively demonstrates the economic benefits of FPC membership using valid and reliable research methods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and fairly recent. However, including more recent studies on FPCs in different regions could improve the contextual background.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Some minor grammatical corrections and rewording for clarity in a few sections would enhance readability.
	

	1. Optional/General comments


	1. The introduction provides a strong background, but adding a statement on how this study fills a research gap would be beneficial. 

2. The abstract could briefly mention the statistical significance of results. 

3. The methodology section is well-explained but should clarify if any bias was controlled in data collection. 

4. The study should discuss any limitations or challenges faced during research. 

5. Adding a policy recommendation section would increase the study’s practical relevance. 

6. Some figures and tables would benefit from better formatting for readability. 

7. The comparison between members and non-members is insightful, but further elaboration on external factors affecting profitability is needed. 

8. Some references could be updated to include the latest research on FPCs. 

9. The discussion section should relate findings to broader agricultural economic theories. 

10. The conclusion effectively summarizes the findings but could provide stronger policy recommendations. 

11. There are minor grammatical errors that need proofreading. 

12. A brief discussion on how climate variability might impact the economic viability of maize cultivation would add depth. 

13. The manuscript should clarify if non-members have access to alternative support mechanisms. 

14. A sensitivity analysis on how changing market prices affect profitability would strengthen the financial analysis. 

15. More details on sample selection criteria would improve transparency. 

16. The study should briefly mention government policies that support or hinder FPC effectiveness. 

17. It would be helpful to include direct farmer testimonials or case studies to support qualitative insights. 

18. A short section on possible future research directions would be beneficial. 

19. The study could discuss the role of digital technology in improving FPC operations. 

20. Formatting of equations and statistical results should be improved for clarity.
For its strong methodology, valuable insights, and clear presentation.
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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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