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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.


	Important manuscript detailing research into under studied topics. The large dataset and robustness of methodology make this manuscript an important piece of evidence for the gendered distributions of labour. Work like this is important for gender sensitive interventions and policymaking.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Alternative title can be – “Gender Disparities in Unpaid Domestic and Caregiving Work in India: A Secondary Analysis of MoSPI Data”


	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Manuscript is mostly correct with the following minor revisions:
1. Objectives 1 and 2 are assessing the same thing.

2. Some variable description is required for the dependent variables of care work, the units. Also, some description of the data source, size, the time period the dataset is from etc.

3. Descriptive statistics should contain the total sample size, individual numbers of males and females, education levels etc.

4. Table 2: interpretation – difference in mean ranks only means that there is a significant difference in the ranking of two groups and females tend to have higher values for unpaid care work than males. These mean ranks cannot be equated to the actual means or values, therefore the interpretation - “For instance, in unpaid domestic services, females have a mean rank of 162.5 compared to only 54.5 for males, indicating that women consistently contribute more time to such tasks.” – is inaccurate.
5. An analysis of distribution of unpaid care work across educational attainment groups has not been done, therefore it cannot be claimed that – “Overall, these results highlight that while education levels do not significantly differ by gender, unpaid domestic and caregiving work remains disproportionately shouldered by women across all contexts. This underscores the entrenched gender inequality in unpaid labour, independent of educational background.”
6. Table 3: interpretation – absolute value of p cannot be used to claim that a relationship “approaches significance” or is “highly significant”.
7. Since significant difference between groups in Welch’s ANOVA was not obtained, there is no rationale for conducting post hoc tests. As expected, it has given redundant results.

8. Before conclusion, there must be a section for discussion of the study’s findings to compare and contrast with the available literature and the implication of the obtained results. 

9. Recommendations should be commensurate with the evidence generated by the study, not idealistic.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is an important manuscript, has strengths of large and varied sample size undertaken with a dataset sourced from a population where gender and labour issues are most relevant. Barring some methodological inconsistencies, it has been written well and lucidly, explaining what was done with clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	-
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