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	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.


	This manuscript offers significant value to the scientific community by presenting empirical evidence on the role of women in climate-resilient homestead vegetable cultivation within a highly climate-vulnerable region of Bangladesh. It contributes to a deeper understanding of how localized, gender-inclusive agricultural practices can support the achievement of global development goals, particularly SDG 2 (Zero Hunger), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), and SDG 13 (Climate Action). Through combining quantitative analysis with insights into the socio-economic and institutional factors influencing participation, the study provides a replicable model for climate adaptation strategies in similar ecological and social contexts. The findings can inform future research, policy design, and community-led interventions aimed at building resilient and equitable food systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Participation in Climate-Resilient Homestead Vegetable Cultivation in the Haor Region of Bangladesh as a Localized Approach to Achieving SDG 2 (Zero Hunger), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), and SDG 13 (Climate Action) - is descriptive and comprehensive, but it is too long and dense, which may reduce its readability and impact. It could benefit from more concise wording while still retaining the core focus on participation, climate resilience, gender, and the SDGs.

Suggested alternative title:

Women's Participation in Climate-Resilient Homestead Gardening in Bangladesh’s Haor Region: A Localized Pathway to Achieving SDGs 2, 5, and 13


	

	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 could better differentiate between findings and interpretation.

· Missing a clear statement of implications or recommended actions for policy and practice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction

· Could benefit from a more focused research objective/question or set of hypotheses.

· Some redundancy in stating the benefits of homestead gardening.

· Several long, dense paragraphs reduce clarity; could be split for readability.

· The citation (e.g., "M. A. Islam et al., 2025") needs to be stated correctly.

· Missing explicit discussion on the theoretical framework or conceptual model guiding the study.

Methodology 

· The Likert scale could benefit from reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) analysis.

· Lack of clarity on validation and reliability of survey instruments.

· Some terminology (e.g., “kalikapur model”) should be defined for non-local readers.

· Lack of detail on how qualitative data were analyzed or triangulated.

· No discussion of limitations or bias in sampling, such as recall or social desirability bias. 

Results and Discussion

· Discussion lacks deeper theoretical analysis (e.g., empowerment lens for gender findings and climate frameworks). 

· Discussion often reiterates results without deep analysis.

· No disaggregation of results by age, education level, or landholding size.

· No qualitative quotes or narratives from FGDs or KIIs despite their mention.

· No gender-disaggregated insight beyond women’s inclusion — how do different women (e.g., by age, education) engage differently?

Conclusion

· Overgeneralized in places—needs clearer linkage between findings and policy recommendations.

· Repeats some ideas from the abstract and results without added synthesis.

· Could be more concise and strategic in naming priority actions.

· Lacks a strong call for future research or scaling. 

· No specific, actionable recommendations for local governments, NGOs, or policymakers.

· Lack of reflection on limitations or generalizability of the study.

· No mention of how findings may apply to other climate-vulnerable regions.

Tables and Figures

· Figure 1 (map) not visible in the file; should be clearly cited.

7. References

· Missing DOIs or links to journals.

Missing:

· Theoretical references on gender empowerment or resilience are underrepresented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Missing DOIs or links to journals.

· There is limited citation of recent international studies (2022–2024) from high-impact journals in climate adaptation, resilient agriculture, or development studies.
	

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


	The language used in the manuscript is generally clear and comprehensible, and the structure follows scholarly conventions. However, there are several areas where the English quality needs improvement to meet the standards of academic publishing.

Examples:

· “...to take a part in this research” → should be “to take part in this research”.

· “which severely limits year-round crop production and exposes gardens to moisture stress” → could be revised for clarity: “...which limits year-round production and increases vulnerability to drought stress.”

· Ideas are sometimes repeated unnecessarily within or across sections.
 For example, the discussion of SDGs is repeated multiple times in similar language without adding new insights.
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