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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 manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it provides empirical insights into the socio-economic impact of MGNREGA on women's empowerment and gender equality in rural India. 

· By focusing on the Sitapur district, the study sheds light on the real-world implications of a large-scale employment program.

· The study also highlight MGNREGA role in enhancing women’s decision-making power, income autonomy, and participation in household finances. 
· It also showcase the structural and social barriers that limit full participation, offering a basis for policy improvement. 
· The findings contribute to the broader discourse on inclusive development and gender-sensitive policy interventions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "ASSESSING THE ROLE OF MGNREGA IN WOMEN EMPOWERMENT" is generally suitable.
Alternative Title:

· The Role of MGNREGA in Promoting Women’s Empowerment: Evidence from Sitapur District, Uttar Pradesh.

· Evaluating the Impact of MGNREGA on Women's Empowerment in Rural India 
	

	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 includes all major components: background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusion. There is room for improvement in clarity, structure, conciseness, and grammar. Consider the following points for improvement of the abstract.
· Several points are repeated (e.g., “60:40 wage and material ratio” mentioned twice).
· Currently, the abstract focuses more on limitations than on findings related to women empowerment. Include one or two direct findings that relate MGNREGA to women's empowerment (e.g., income increase, participation in decision-making, etc.).
· Sentence like "From each village, 4 were chosen" is ambiguous. It is suggested to write: "Four villages were selected from each block."
· Ex post fact" should be corrected to "ex post facto.

· Replace “MNREGA” with “MGNREGA” throughout for consistency
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its structure and approach. However, there is scope for further improvement.
· Clarity in Methodology: More precision is needed in explaining how villages and respondents were selected (sampling technique).
· Sampling Method:  Clarify whether it was random, stratified, or convenience sampling.

· Analytical Depth: Consider including inferential statistics (e.g., chi-square test, correlation) to assess associations between socio-economic variables and empowerment indicators, if applicable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference list provides a strong foundation with a mix of empirical studies, case analyses, and policy discussions on MGNREGA and women's empowerment. However, to make the reference list better some constructive suggestions are given here.

· To enhance academic value and global relevance, consider adding 4-5 more recent (2020–2025) studies.
· Consider including such studies that analyze gender equality through rural employment.
· May consider this study for inclusion ‘Narayan, S. (2022). Breaking new ground: women’s employment in India’s NREGA, the pandemic lifeline. Gender & Development, 30(1-2), 217-246.’
	

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


	The language and English quality of your article is generally understandable. However, some constructive suggestions are given to improve the language.
· MGNREGA is sometimes written as MNREGA, which should be corrected.
· Terms like “house old material” instead of “household material” need revision.
· “Withdraw of money from bank was time taking”
         Better: “Withdrawing money from the bank was time-consuming”.
· To know these given researchable questions…”
     Better: “To address these research questions…”
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Language and grammar need some revision to improve clarity and academic tone
· Improve the reference section by including few more post-2020 studies and international sources.

· The abstract, introduction, and discussion sections need better transitions
· Make a separate section for Literature Review
· Improve the conclusion section.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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