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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.


	This manuscript addresses a timely, policy-relevant topic: the digitization of agricultural markets in India through e-NAM and its socio-economic effects on market stakeholders. By synthesizing case studies (chilli, onion, jute) and many recent studies, it helps researchers and policymakers see where digital platforms succeed and where implementation gaps persist. The paper highlights important cross-cutting issues, infrastructure, digital literacy, payment delays, and regulatory heterogeneity, that are critical for designing interventions to improve farmer welfare.
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	Yes, it is generally 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.


	The abstract gives a fair overview of objectives, major findings and policy suggestions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound in its descriptive synthesis and in reporting the findings of many empirical studies (price-integration analyses, awareness/adoption surveys, case reports). However, there are important methodological and evidentiary weaknesses that reduce its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is broad and includes many recent, relevant works (2020–2025), plus policy documents and working papers, this is good. The manuscript already cites many recent empirical pieces and government sources. 

Concerns: A number of citations are grey literature (reports, ShodhKosh, conference papers, working papers). That’s fine for a review but the manuscript should (a) label grey literature clearly, (b) prefer peer-reviewed sources where available, and (c) ensure consistent and accurate bibliographic formatting.
	

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


	Readable and generally acceptable for scholarly communication, but copy-editing needed. 

Issues to fix: inconsistent acronyms (e.g., eNAM / e-NAM), occasional grammar/typo errors, and some long/run-on sentences. A professional language edit or careful proofread would make the manuscript journal-ready. 
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