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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 provides a rigorous and interdisciplinary synthesis of peer-reviewed evidence on the gender-equity impacts of self-help groups in India, addressing a major gap in the existing literature. It advances scientific understanding by critically evaluating both positive outcomes and structural limitations of SHG programmes using a gender-transformative analytical lens. The review consolidates fragmented empirical findings into a coherent framework, offering clear pathways for future research and programme design. As such, it serves as an important reference point for scholars, policymakers, and development practitioners working on women’s empowerment, collective action, and rural development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes — the title is clear, relevant, and academically appropriate.
	

	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.


	abstract is comprehensive, well-written, and academically strong. Try removing 1–2 long explanatory sentences that can be shifted to the introduction. Currently, it does not mention how the review was conducted. abstract combines objectives, gaps, findings, and implications—but some ideas overlap.
Reorganizing in this order improves flow:

1. Background

2. Gap

3. Objective

4. Key findings

5. Implications


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The only minor scientific limitations are:

· The review excludes grey literature, which is acceptable but should be explicitly justified.

· Some empirical findings could benefit from brief methodological descriptors (e.g., RCT, quasi-experimental).

· A short “review methodology” statement would strengthen scientific transparency.

Overall, the manuscript is methodologically sound, theoretically grounded, and scientifically accurate, meeting the standards expected for a scholarly review article.
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	Yes. Minor Improvements 1. Some paragraphs are very long 2. Occasional dense or overly complex sentences
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