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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 makes a significant empirical contribution to the literature on the gig economy by focusing on women workers’ earnings, savings behaviour, and financial vulnerability in the Malabar region of Kerala. By employing logistic regression and complementary log–log models on primary survey data, the study provides robust quantitative evidence on behavioural, institutional, and empowerment-related determinants of financial outcomes. The gender-focused and region-specific approach fills an important gap in Indian gig economy research, which has largely remained descriptive or gender-neutral. The findings have strong implications for financial inclusion, labour policy, and social protection frameworks in emerging platform-based labour markets.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and well framed.
	

	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 is comprehensive, concise, and clearly structured. It appropriately states the objectives, data source, methodology, key findings, and policy relevance of the study. However, the abstract may be marginally strengthened by:

· Explicitly mentioning the sample size (300 respondents), and

· Briefly highlighting the robustness check using the complementary log–log model.

These additions would enhance clarity and methodological transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous.
	

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

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


	The language and presentation are suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are clear and well presented.

· The policy implications section is strong and could be marginally condensed for sharper focus.

· The study would benefit from a short subsection explicitly distinguishing financial vulnerability determinants from saving behaviour determinants, for analytical clarity.
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