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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?yes 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable?yes 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?yes 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?yes 
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1.The present investigation concluded  that the cost of cultivation of respondents who were not the 
member of any FPO was higher as compared to the cost of cultivation of respondents who were a 
member of an FPO. 
2. The aim of the study should be placed at the end of the introduction 
3. I think that the discussion needs more explanations of the result obtained and to compare with 
previous studies.  
4. Based on the conclusions of the research, the authors need to add a description of suggestions 
and added value for other researchers or readers 
5. It would be better to cite more recent article in close fields. 
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