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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The manuscript addresses a critical gap in the measurement and valuation of rural women’s unpaid work, which is highly relevant for labour economics, gender studies, and policy design in developing countries. The use of primary time-use data at block level in eastern Uttar Pradesh provides context-specific empirical evidence that can inform local and national debates on integrating unpaid work into economic accounting frameworks. By contrasting working and non-working rural women and applying both generalist and specialist valuation approaches, the study contributes to methodological discussions on how best to monetize unpaid household and care work. The findings have potential implications for social protection, wage policy, and gender-sensitive development planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Time Distribution and Valuation of Unpaid Work Among Working and Non-working Rural Women: A Block Level Study,” is generally suitable and accurately reflects the content and methodology. However, to improve precision and policy visibility, a slightly revised title can be considered, for example: “Time Use and Monetary Valuation of Unpaid Work among Rural Women in Deokali Block, Uttar Pradesh.
	

	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 clearly states the problem, data source, basic methodology, and main findings, but it is somewhat dense and could be streamlined for clarity. It is suggested to:​

· Clarify “Sample National Account (SNA)” as “System of National Accounts (SNA)” and ensure consistent terminology for SNA and Extended SNA.​

· Explicitly mention that both market replacement (generalist) and specialist approaches are used, and highlight the key percentage differentials only once in a concise way to avoid repetition.​

· Correct minor grammatical issues (for example, “The study specialist approach is better...” to “The study finds that the specialist approach is better and more realistic than the generalist approach”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of conceptual grounding, use of time-use concepts (SNA, Extended SNA, Non-SNA), and basic valuation methodology based on wage rates. The sampling frame (200 households, 100 working and 100 non-working women) and the use of concurrent and recall methods are clearly described, although more details on sampling procedure (randomization, inclusion criteria) and potential biases would strengthen the methodological rigor. The calculations for generalist and specialist wage-based valuation are transparent, but the authors should double-check the internal consistency of the wage computations and percentages (e.g., the stated 28.34 vs 39.56 percent differentials) and harmonize them across sections and conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive, cover both classic and contemporary literature on time-use, unpaid work, and SNA boundaries, and include key Indian and international sources (Hirway, Charmes, Becker, UNDP, UNSNA, etc.). However, there is at least one duplication (Hirway & Jose, 2011 appears twice), some minor inconsistencies in formatting, and relatively few citations from the last 10–15 years on unpaid care work and time-use surveys, which could be updated with more recent empirical or policy-oriented studies. It is recommended to:​

· Remove duplicate entries and standardize citation style.

· Add a few recent references on unpaid care work valuation and India’s newer time-use survey to show awareness of current debates.


	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication, but the manuscript would benefit from thorough language editing for grammar, punctuation, spacing, and consistency in tense. Issues include inconsistent spacing around years and citations, occasional missing articles, awkward phrasing (“the study specialist approach is better”), and minor typographical errors in tables and footnotes. A careful copy-edit by a fluent English speaker or professional editor is recommended to enhance readability and professionalism.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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