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	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 examines the situation of small-scale farmers in India, particularly focusing on the gaps between the Minimum Support Prices (MSP) set by the government and those recommended by the Swaminathan Committee. By exploring the differences between the government's MSP and the total cost (C2+50%), the manuscript contributes to the conversation on agricultural policy reform, offering key insights into improving farmer incomes. It also delves into the economic and social effects of these disparities and emphasizes the need for policy interventions to ensure sustainable agricultural growth in India.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The manuscript's title, "Three New Farm Reform Bills 2020 And Its Impact On Farmers," is generally fitting for the topic. However, to better reflect the main analysis, a small change to: "Analysis of the 2020 Farm Reform Bills: Gaps in MSP and Their Impact on Farmers' Welfare in India" would be more precise. This revision highlights the central focus on the gaps in MSP, which is at the heart of the manuscript.
	

	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 effectively summarizes the study's aims, including its focus on Minimum Support Prices, the Swaminathan Committee’s recommendations, and the impact of recent agricultural reforms. However, it could be improved by mentioning the methodology (such as comparative data analysis) and briefly noting the implications for policymakers. A suggestion might be: "This study compares the MSPs announced by the government with those recommended by the Swaminathan Committee, analysing their economic impact on farmers' livelihoods and suggesting policy changes."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, using solid data analysis methods and established frameworks to compare MSPs. It clearly presents the gap between MSPs and C2+50% prices for various crops, supported by historical data from secondary sources. However, including further data validation and a broader consideration of external factors, like climate change or market forces, could enhance its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are fairly comprehensive, drawing from a mix of government reports and academic sources. However, there is a reliance on older literature. Including more recent studies on the 2020 farm laws and updates to agricultural policies would strengthen the manuscript. It would also benefit from incorporating references to contemporary reports on MSP adjustments in other countries, expanding the scope of the discussion. I recommend adding articles from the past 3–5 years to provide a more current perspective.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is generally appropriate for academic communication. It is clear, formal, and free of major grammatical errors. However, some sentences could be more concise to improve readability. Additionally, clearer transitions between ideas in some sections would help guide the reader through the argument more effectively.
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