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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.


	The paper attempts to explore the determinants of households’ decisions on private health care (which is more expensive) vs. government healthcare  in a rural village in India. To this aim, the authors surveyed 100 households using a structured questionnaire, which was selected using a Stratified Random Sampling with government hospital users and private hospital users strata.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is slightly misleading and describes the educational attainment as the primary driver of private healthcare selection. However, based on the paper’s logistic regression results, education, household expenditure, and overall hospital expenses all have significant effects on households’ going to private health care instead of government. I believe the authors could use a more general title for the paper, such as, “Beyond Affordability: The Determinants of Private Healthcare Utilisation in Rural 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.


	Mostly comprehensive, however, the conclusion section is not closely tied to the paper's findings. Such as, it only listed education as the main driver of households’ choice between private and government health care, also, the conclusion suggested “Strengthening public healthcare quality and improving awareness and utilisation of government health schemes are essential to reduce financial burden and ensure equitable healthcare access in rural India” lacks empirical support, for that, public health care quality and awareness of government health schemes are not studied in this paper. Perhaps higher education leads to greater awareness; however, that mechanism is not explored, rendering the claims in the conclusion section unfounded. I believe the authors should list all significant factors and emphasize how policies should influence them to help households make more economic health care decision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper’s sample selection method and the logistic regression method are commonly used in empirical studies; overall, it is scientifically correct. 
	

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

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


	Readers can understand the information the authors are conveying; the paper could benefit from more refined, academic language. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The empirical findings are interesting; however, the authors should be more careful with interpreting results and drawing conclusions.
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