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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 study addresses an important gap in the literature on FPOs by examining their role in enhancing business ecosystem functions in a specific agro-economic context. It contributes to the growing body of work on institutional innovations in smallholder agriculture, particularly in Eastern India. The findings on the significance of income, family labor, and crop diversification offer practical insights for policymakers and development practitioners. However, the study’s localized scope limits generalizability, and the analytical approach could be strengthened to provide more robust causal inferences.
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	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 adequately summarizes the study’s objectives, methods, findings, and implications. However, it lacks specific mention of key results such as the role of income, family labor, and yield in ecosystem functionality. It also does not clearly state the methodological limitations or the policy recommendations derived from the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. The purposive selection of two FPOs and simple random sampling within them may introduce selection bias. Justification for FPO selection is insufficient.

2. Variable Definitions: Some variables like entrepreneurial communication are poorly defined and operationalized.

3. Tables are not well-formatted; significance indicators are inconsistently explained. Figure references are unclear.

4. Path analysis is used, but the cross-sectional design limits causal inference. The discussion sometimes overinterprets correlations as causal relationships.

5. No discussion of multicollinearity, heteroscedasticity, or model diagnostics is provided.
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	The language is generally clear and scholarly, but there are instances of awkward phrasing, repetition, and inconsistent terminology. Some sentences are overly long and should be broken down for clarity.
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