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	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.


	This paper takes a close look at the Minimum Support Price (MSP) system for paddy in Gujarat, based on real data spanning from 2002 to 2022. It sheds light on the growing gap between the official prices set by the government and what farmers actually end up receiving at the farm gate. By carefully stacking up MSP against Farm Harvest Prices (FHP) and digging into how things vary by region and over time, the research adds meaningful value to discussions on India's agricultural price support policies. These insights are especially useful for agricultural economists and policymakers, as they spotlight some recent shortcomings in how effective MSP has been. All in all, it bolsters the foundation of evidence that's crucial for making thoughtful updates to agricultural pricing and procurement practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally appropriate and clearly reflects the subject, crop, and regional focus of the study.
	

	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.
	Overall, the abstract does a solid job of being thorough and well-organized, touching on the goals, data sources, methods, main findings, and what it all means for policy. It nicely spotlights the differing patterns between MSP and FHP, along with the newer trend of negative deviations popping up. That said, it could use a quick explanation of what the recent dip in MSP's effectiveness implies for policy, a trim on some of the extra numbers, like those various growth rates, to make it flow better, and maybe a wrap-up sentence stressing the importance of bolstering procurement or price transmission systems. Nothing major needs to be cut out, though.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The paper's research is solid from a scientific standpoint, with methods that fit right in with what's typical in agricultural economics, like employing compound annual growth rates, deviation analyses, and tests for statistical significance. The way the findings are interpreted mostly lines up well with the data shown. That said, it could be improved by diving deeper into possible shortcomings, such as depending on second-hand data and not factoring in production costs. Also, making a sharper distinction between how effective price supports are versus how well they actually safeguard farmers' incomes would boost the overall scientific strength.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are solid and well-chosen, striking a nice balance between foundational classics and more up-to-date research on the effectiveness of Minimum Support Prices (MSP) and India's agricultural pricing policies. It's especially refreshing to see studies from 2021–2023 included, which really strengthens the review's timeliness. To make it even stronger, the authors might want to weave in a few more current policy-focused reports or analyses on MSP reforms and how procurement actually works in practice, as well as some comparative work looking at different crops or states across India to give the discussion broader relevance. All in all, the reference list feels comprehensive, current, and fit for purpose.
	

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


	Overall, the writing is mostly straightforward and gets the main ideas across well. That said, there are some clear problems with grammar, punctuation, spacing, and sentence flow, especially in the introduction and results sections. A few sentences run on too long and say the same thing more than once. It would really help to do a detailed edit or bring in a professional proofreader to make everything clearer, tighter, and more professional-looking for an academic piece.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This paper is thoughtfully structured and highly relevant to policy matters, tackling a crucial topic in India's agricultural economy. The extensive long-term data breakdown and the detailed district-specific findings are truly impressive. With some moderate tweaks, such as smoothing out the wording, sharpening the policy takeaways, and clearing up a few minor methodological points, it stands a strong chance of getting published and offering real-world value for policymakers.
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