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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 paper studies about the persistent invisibility of rural women’s unpaid work within conventional Systems of National Accounts (SNA), an issue that remains central to feminist economics, labour studies, and development policy. 
In combining a block-level time-use survey with monetary valuation using both generalist and specialist replacement cost approaches, the paper provides empirically grounded estimates of the economic value of unpaid work among working and non-working rural women in Deokali Block, Uttar Pradesh. 
These detailed time-allocation and valuation profiles offer a micro-level evidence that complements national and international discussions on care work, gender inequality, and the underestimation of women’s contributions to the economy. 
The findings can suggests that gender-responsive policy design, especially in relation to social protection, labour statistics, and the recognition of unpaid care and domestic work in low- and middle-income country contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear and informative. It reflects the main constructs which are: time distribution, valuation, unpaid work, and the population which includes working and non-working rural women,  and indicates the geographic scale (“Block Level Study”). 
	

	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.


	Clearly identified in the abstract: (a) the problem of the invisibility of women’s unpaid work in national income accounts, (b) the empirical setting (Deokali Block, N=200 rural women), and (c) key findings on differences in time use and valuation between working and non-working women. It succeeds in linking the study to larger debates on the definition and boundaries of “economic activity” and the SNA. 
However, I would like to emphasise out several points that should be improved:

1. The phrase “Sample National Account (SNA)” appears to be a typographical error; I think it should be “System of National Accounts (SNA)”.

2. A bit of inconsistency for instance, in the abstract the author said that “daily and monthly wages for unpaid household work for non-working women are about 28.34 percent higher than those of a working woman under the market replacement generalist approach.”. But in the conclusion, the authod reported that these wages are about 39.56 percent higher. This is a discrepancy that needs to be resolved, kindly do so; the value reported in the abstract must exactly match the final, verified figure used in the results and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a conceptual and methodological standpoint, the paper is built on well-established frameworks in feminist economics and time-use research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list demonstrates good familiarity with classic and foundational works. However, most cited works cluster between the 1960s and early 2010s, with relatively few references from the last decade. Given the dynamism of research on unpaid care, time use, and SDG-related gender indicators, the paper would benefit from including more recent literature (post-2015) to situate the study within current global debates. Kindly looks for references from the last first five years like from 2021-2025. 
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable and the argument can be followed without major difficulty. The overall English proficiency is adequate for scholarly communication, but it clearly requires language editing to reach publication standard.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper would benefit from explicitly stated research questions, a clearer articulation of its unique contribution relative to existing Indian time-use studies, and a more analytically developed discussion that links findings to care-economy theory, gendered labour, and concrete policy implications. 
Transparency in terms of methodology should be strengthened by detailing sampling, construction of “normal/abnormal/variant” days, data cleaning, and by adding basic statistical tests and measures of dispersion. 
Finally, the author should standardize and clarify tables (titles, units, decimal places, percentage checks) and include a brief statement on informed consent and ethical or institutional approvals for the primary survey.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Based on the manuscript as submitted, I do not see overt ethical violations in the conduct of the study; however, there is no explicit statement regarding informed consent, confidentiality, or ethical/IRB approval for the time-use survey with rural women. I’d recommend that the authors add a short ethics statement confirming that participants gave informed consent and that any required institutional or local ethical clearance was obtained.
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