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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.


	The gap in the agricultural extension research field that this manuscript will fill is the lack of documentation of a concrete, state-level effort (AMIC) to operationalize price forecasting among smallholder farmers. The research offers some imperfect but empirical evidence on the reality of the income impact of market intelligence, which is sparse in the Indian environment. As the focus on digital agriculture grows and prices stabilize, the AMIC model can benefit other states and developing nations. The article also contributes to the recent body of research on ICT-mediated extension services and their quantifiable effects on farm profitability.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is 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 covers a critical issue and provides the necessary information on the AMIC's establishment, the methods used to make predictions, the channels used to share the information, the characteristics of the sample, and the most critical findings. Nonetheless, it is not quite comprehensive in its present form and needs to be updated to reflect the study's results, both as they are and transparently. The greatest issue is that the abstract reports a mean benefit of Rs. 451 per quintal to farmers who followed AMIC's advice, but also fails to mention that adopters of black gram suffered a loss of Rs. 310 per quintal due to a faulty prediction. This is false reporting and needs to be rectified by either providing the black gram result directly or explicitly stating that the average has significant variation across crops and that forecasting failed. Also, the statement of forecast accuracy (between 86.54% and 96.38%) is presented without the methodological background. The authors should indicate the accuracy measure employed (e.g., MAPE, RMSE, directional accuracy) or substantially qualify this statement. The abstract also not clearly mentions the methods of analysis, including ANN, ARIMA, etc, without specifying that they were used to predict the price. Lastly, the sentence mentioning Atmanirbhar Bharat seems to be tacked on rather than directly related to the presented evidence; it should be either dropped or directly linked to the contribution of market intelligence to self-reliance. The abstract would present a more precise, balanced and scientifically rigorous summary of the study with such revisions, especially the clear description of the black gram outcome.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially scientifically correct but has significant methodological limitations.
· What is right: The descriptive statistics about the characteristics of the farmers, channels of dissemination, the awareness level, and uptake rates are rightly set. The pricing difference between adopters and non-adopters is reported transparently, with open recognition of forecasting failures in black gram prices.

· What is problematic: Assumptions made in the study include that the observed price variations can solely be explained by AMIC advice without being controlled by confounders (risk preferences, liquidity, storage capacity, access to credit), and therefore, causal statements cannot be made. There is no statistical test (t-test, regression) to determine whether price differences are significant. Combining the losses of black gram to the average benefit (Rs. 451/quintal) is not a true picture without reservations. The accuracy of the claim on the forecast of 86.54-96.38 is not methodologically detailed in terms of metrics or time period. The sampling is mentioned as random with no details given on the frame, stratification and the rationale of the unequal sample sizes (53-101 farmers per crop). The calculation of benefits does not take into account storage costs, interest, and losses overnight after harvesting, gross revenue reported and not net profit.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are insufficient in quantity and are not up to date. The manuscript has minimal interaction with the existing body of relevant literature, with a limited number of citations (only seven). The latest source is the one on the same topic, based on the authors' own work, published in 2021, but the references are not dated 2022, 2023, or 2024.
	

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


	Requires moderate language editing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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