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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by integrating Roback’s spatial equilibrium model with the comprehensive wealth framework, providing a more holistic understanding of how local social, natural, and public amenities impact wealth distribution. By explicitly accounting for spatial spillovers and differentiating between metro and non-metro counties across the U.S., the study enhances the precision of regional economic assessments. The findings have critical policy implications, offering insights into how investments in public services, education, and social infrastructure influence property values and wages. 
This approach supports evidence-based decision-making in regional planning, taxation, and sustainable development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title of the article -
"Explicit Spatial Approach to the Value of Local Social Amenities in Metro and Nonmetro Counties in the U.S.: Implications for Comparative Wealth Measurement" - is generally suitable and descriptive. It reflects the paper’s scope, methodology (explicit spatial approach), and its comparative focus on metro vs. non-metro counties in the context of wealth measurement.
However, the title is somewhat long and dense. For clarity and accessibility, especially for a broader academic audience, a slightly revised version could be:

"Valuing Local Social Amenities Through a Spatial Lens: Comparative Wealth Measurement in U.S. Metro and Nonmetro Counties"

This alternative retains the core ideas while being more concise and easier to parse.
	

	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 of the article is largely comprehensive and effectively summarizes the main objectives, methodology, and implications of the study. It highlights the integration of Roback’s spatial equilibrium model with the comprehensive wealth framework, the use of data from over 3,000 U.S. counties, and the distinction between metro and non-metro areas - all of which are central to the paper.
However, there are a few suggestions for improvement:

1. Clarify the contribution more explicitly:

While the abstract hints at innovation (e.g., spatial effects, avoidance of double counting), it could more clearly state what's new about the approach or findings compared to previous studies.

2. Add a sentence on methodology:

The abstract mentions an empirical model but does not specify that it includes spatial econometric modeling (e.g., SEM). A brief mention of this would make the methodology clearer to readers.

3. Streamline for readability:

Some sentences are long and could be restructured for clarity.


Suggested Revised Abstract:

This study reinterprets Roback’s general spatial equilibrium model within the comprehensive wealth framework to better estimate the contribution of local amenities-natural, built, social, cultural, and human capital-to residents’ wealth. Using data from 3,109 U.S. counties, we develop and apply a spatial econometric model that captures spillover effects across county borders. Our findings reveal that property values often reflect rising demand for local amenities rather than limited housing supply, suggesting new strategies for property and income taxation. By differentiating between metro and non-metro counties, this study offers refined insights into the determinants of local wealth and wage variation, supporting more effective place-based policy and investment decisions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. It builds on an established theoretical foundation (Roback’s spatial equilibrium model) and integrates it with the comprehensive wealth framework -a concept recognized in sustainability and development economics. The authors appropriately apply spatial econometric models, specifically the Spatial Error Model (SEM) and two-stage least squares (2SLS), to address endogeneity and spatial dependence, both of which are essential in regional economic analysis.

The data sources (e.g., BEA, Census, County Health Rankings) are credible and widely used in economic and policy research. The manuscript also demonstrates a solid understanding of the relationship between nonmarket amenities and tangible economic indicators such as land values and wages.

Strengths in Scientific Validity:

Theoretical consistency with spatial equilibrium and comprehensive wealth literature.

Clear distinction between direct and indirect (spillover) effects.

Empirical strategy accounts for spatial autocorrelation and endogeneity.

Results are interpreted cautiously, with acknowledgment of expected and unexpected findings.
Minor Caveats (not invalidating scientific correctness but worth noting):

Some variables yield unexpected signs (e.g., child poverty, PM 2.5), which are acknowledged but could benefit from further explanation or robustness checks.

The complexity of the model may make it less accessible to readers unfamiliar with spatial econometrics.


Conclusion:

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically accurate, well-supported by data, and appropriate in its use of spatial econometric techniques. It makes a credible and valuable contribution to the literature on spatial economics and public policy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references used in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant, covering both foundational theories (e.g., Roback, 1982; Nordhaus, 1995/2000) and key literature in comprehensive wealth (e.g., Arrow et al., 2012; World Bank, 2006, 2011). The manuscript also draws from applied spatial econometrics and public investment literature, which supports its interdisciplinary approach.

However, there is room for minor improvements:



Strengths of the Current References:

Includes landmark works in spatial equilibrium (Roback, 1982) and comprehensive wealth (Arrow et al., 2012).

Citations cover key empirical studies on amenities, land values, and migration behavior (e.g., Wu & Gopinath, 2008; Deller et al., 2001).

Methodological references are sound (e.g., Wooldridge, Drukker et al.).
Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Add recent literature on spatial inequality and local public goods (post-2015):

Kline, P. & Moretti, E. (2014). "Local economic development, agglomeration economies, and the big push: 100 years of evidence from the Tennessee Valley Authority." Quarterly Journal of Economics.

Fajgelbaum, P. & Gaubert, C. (2020). "Optimal spatial policies, redistribution, and the size of cities." Journal of Political Economy.

2. Update on spatial econometrics:

LeSage, J.P. & Pace, R.K. (2009). Introduction to Spatial Econometrics. CRC Press -already a classic, but if omitted, it should be included.

3. Consider adding work on measuring place-based well-being:

Chetty, R. et al. (2016). "The fading American dream: Trends in absolute income mobility since 1940." Science -for connection to income mobility and place effects.

4. Environmental valuation and comprehensive wealth:

Dasgupta, P. (2021). The Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review - a major contribution to wealth measurement including natural capital.

Conclusion:

The reference list is largely adequate and foundational, but would benefit from the inclusion of more recent and policy-oriented research (2015-2021) to enhance relevance, especially in the areas of place-based inequality, environmental valuation, and modern spatial economic policies.
	

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

	
The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are several areas where the text could be improved for clarity, precision, and readability. The manuscript demonstrates a strong command of technical and academic vocabulary; however, it occasionally suffers from:

Areas for Improvement:

1. Lengthy and dense sentences:

Some sentences are overly long and complex, which may obscure key points. Breaking these into shorter, clearer statements would improve readability.

2. Redundancies and wordiness:

Phrases such as “as explained in detail below” or “in particular” are used repetitively without adding significant value.

3. Inconsistent structure and transitions:

Transitions between theoretical concepts and empirical findings can sometimes feel abrupt or unclear. Adding clear signposting would help.

4. Minor grammatical errors or awkward phrasings:

Example: "There are apparently differences between value of amenities in metro and non-metro counties" should be revised to:
"There are apparent differences in the value of amenities between metro and non-metro counties."

Strengths:

Appropriate use of domain-specific terminology (e.g., spatial econometrics, endogenous variables, comprehensive wealth).

Generally follows academic tone and structure.

Citations and technical explanations are well-integrated into the text.
Recommendation:

A light to moderate language edit by a professional editor or a native English-speaking scholar would help polish the text, enhancing clarity and flow while maintaining its academic rigor.

	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript presents a timely and well-executed analysis that bridges economic geography, public policy, and sustainability by integrating spatial econometric techniques with a comprehensive wealth framework. The authors make a commendable effort to address the value of local amenities and public investments, particularly by differentiating metro and non-metro counties-an angle often overlooked in regional economic studies.

The policy relevance of the findings is strong, especially in guiding decisions about taxation, public service provision, and inter-jurisdictional collaboration. The use of spatial error models and the detailed construction of amenity variables add to the empirical robustness of the paper.
That said, the manuscript could benefit from some refinement in language for clarity and the inclusion of more recent literature to reinforce its empirical and theoretical contributions. Additionally, the paper might consider condensing or restructuring certain sections (e.g., the methodology and data sections) to improve readability.

Overall, this is a valuable contribution to the field, and with minor revisions, it could be suitable for publication in a high-quality academic journal.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	
	



Reviewer details:
Yesim Sirakaya, UK

Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                             Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (05-12-2024)	
