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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 an important and relatively underexplored question of how Farmer Producer Organisations (FPOs) are influencing the socio-economic conditions of small and marginal farmers in Malda district of West Bengal, a region where the FPO concept is still at an early but rapidly expanding stage. Its strength lies in combining member and non-member farmers, using a reasonably sound ex-post facto with control design and multiple statistical tools (correlation, regression, z‑tests) to isolate which factors—such as family characteristics, group support, and access to formal information—actually drive perceived impact. The detailed factor analysis and stepwise regression, explaining a substantial proportion of variance in impact (adjusted R square around 0.628), provide useful empirical insights for policymakers and promoting agencies seeking to refine FPO interventions. However, the manuscript would benefit from clearer articulation of the theoretical framework, more critical interpretation of non-significant differences between members and non-members on several socio-economic indicators, and tighter editing to avoid repetition in the presentation of results. Overall, the manuscript is liked for its context-specific evidence on FPO effectiveness and its potential to inform both state-level and national-level FPO promotion strategies, but it needs refinement in structure, discussion depth, and language to maximize its contribution to the scientific community.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The present title, “Assess the impact of Farmer Producer Organisations in respect of social and economic aspects of the respondents in Malda district of West Bengal,” captures the core idea but is grammatically weak, overly long, and does not reflect that personal and social dimensions are also analysed in detail. A more concise, reader-friendly title that better matches the design and findings would be: “Socio-economic Impact of Farmer Producer Organisations: Evidence from Malda District, West Bengal”. If the authors wish to highlight the comparative member–non-member design, an alternative could be: “Socio-economic Impact of Farmer Producer Organisations on Member and Non-member Farmers in Malda District, West Bengal.


	

	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 partly comprehensive but needs refinement to accurately and concisely reflect the scope, methods, and key findings of the study. At present, it over-emphasizes one result (family income means and non-significant z‑value), repeats the same sentence, and does not clearly summarize the broader pattern of socio-economic, personal, and social impacts or the role of key explanatory factors (family characteristics, group support, formal information and skill access, leadership, mutual sharing attitudes) that are highlighted in the main text and regression analysis.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript rests on a clear ex-post facto with control design comparing FPO members and non-members, with an explicitly described multistage sampling procedure and a balanced sample of 45 respondents in each group, which is methodologically appropriate for the stated objectives. The use of a structured, pre-tested scale (adapted from Prasad, 1996) to capture personal, social and economic impact, together with multiple statistical techniques (descriptive statistics, z‑tests, correlation and stepwise multiple regression), adds technical rigour and allows triangulation of findings across different analytic lenses. The regression model explaining around two-thirds of the variance in perceived impact and identifying theoretically plausible predictors—family characteristics, group support, formal information and skill access, leadership capability and mutual sharing attitudes—further supports the scientific soundness of the work. At the same time, the manuscript would become more scientifically robust if the authors: (i) provide clearer justification of the sample size and assumptions underlying the parametric tests; (ii) report reliability indices (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha) for the modified impact scales; and (iii) strengthen the discussion of limitations such as purposive district selection and the cross-sectional, perception-based nature of the data


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is sufficient for the manuscript's scope but could be strengthened with more recent empirical studies on FPO impact and additional citations on West Bengal-specific FPO performance to better contextualise the findings from Malda district. Recent inclusions like Augustine & Singha Roy (2024) and GOI (2024) are strong and timely, while older sources (e.g., NSSO 2011, Mondal 2010, Pustovoitova 2011) remain relevant for foundational concepts. However, the list is somewhat limited in depth for a primary study, with fewer than 15 entries and gaps in peer-reviewed empirical comparisons.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are not yet suitable for scholarly publication, as they contain numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, repetitions, and non-standard constructions that impede clarity and professionalism. Examples include: incomplete sentences (“The aim of the study to assess...”), double negatives and repetitions (“The study was revealed that that...”), subject-verb disagreement (“The concept of FPOs... are still at an early stage”), run-on sentences (“The study utilized primary data collected by using face-to-face with the help of structured interview schedule”), and inconsistent terminology (“FPO” vs. “FPCs”, “member respondents”). These issues appear throughout the abstract, introduction, methods, and results sections, potentially confusing readers and undermining the perceived credibility of the findings.
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