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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 abstract, meanwhile, provides a clear overview of the study context, approach and key findings related to livelihood transformation and women’s empowerment among indigenous people of Bandarban. It remains, however, somewhat descriptive and lengthy, with a lot of emphasis on detailed numeric results (e.g., increased yield and income) and less so on the gap and theoretical value added by the study. It would be good to make the abstract more concise and to highlight more clearly what makes this research different from what already exists in the literature and why the results matter for policy and/or development practice. For example, a short reference to the empowerment framework used in the research could be included, while some of the overly detailed statistics could be cut from the abstract. In addition, we hope the conclusion sentence will reflect the main impact of your work, rather than just repeating your accomplishments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate. It is important to signal to the reader that the document will talk about women’s empowerment through a livelihoods transformation project in Bandarban, Bangladesh. Another small grammatical point is that “Women Economic Empowerment” should probably be “Women’s.” Perhaps a title such as “Economic Empowerment of Indigenous Women Through Livelihood Transformation” would work. The title you suggested is a fitting one, but it should be shortened for ease of reading. A clearer title might have been “Livelihood Transformation and Economic Empowerment of Indigenous Women in Bandarban, Bangladesh.”.
	

	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 overly comprehensive. It mentions the qualitative design; the major results (productivity, income, empowerment); and the conclusions. Given the space limitations, it’s perhaps a shade too comprehensive for an abstract, but it’s largely effective. The narrative could benefit from being honed to only the most important results and their meaning.

Adding a brief statement of the study’s main objective or research question at the beginning may also enhance clarity. Consider revising the last sentence to more explicitly state the article’s main contribution or recommendation. Based on the abstract, the reader will therefore feel that the abstract represents a trustworthy summary of the paper.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is generally coherent. 
· The introduction includes a comprehensive literature review, but could be more direct in highlighting the gap in the existing research. A qualitative approach is well suited to the study as it adequately addresses the research questions, particularly if your aim is to explore participants’ experiences. The total sample size (18 KIIs; 30 IDI’s, 8 FGD’s) is adequate, as the literature suggests about 30 interviews is on the upper end of adequate for a relatively homogenous sample. The authors should explicitly address the adequacy of the sample size. But purposive sampling is clearly described and the area and sampling strategy justified. It would be useful to know the study period and how the participants were chosen.

· Atlas.ti was used to aid analysis. This paper presents results in thematic sections (production, income, market access etc.) that link each set of findings to the literature. The paper is, for the most part, effective. The respondents make rational arguments. Rahman et al. (2023) have provided the initial results on which Haq et al.
· One caveat: while claims such as “income increased 15–20%” may seem precise for qualitative data, it would help to know whether the figures come from respondents’ guesses, survey-based self-reports, or secondary data. However, this is cross-sectional, qualitative evidence. While the way we talk about women’s disempowerment is often abstract, the way we address women’s empowerment agency, access and fair systems is concrete. However, empowerment is acknowledged to be a multidimensional process.
· It may be useful to frame these findings in terms of Kabeer’s model of resources, agency and achievements or the WEAI. A minor point: the results section contains several tables of “Key Themes and Evidence;” they are useful but the formatting is a bit crowded. I think these tables should either be absorbed into the text or referred to more directly in the text, as each table needs some explanation with reference to the table directly.
· Overall the authors’ approach is a sound and coherent one. At the very least, a brief consideration of the limitations of the approach is expected as part of the general discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites many relevant studies from 2018–2025. Yet, even with these references the paper appears to miss critical aspects of indigenous livelihoods, women’s empowerment and local context. Kabeer (2020), UN Women (2024) and a few country-based studies to illustrate larger trends. Although the overall referencing is clear, the same article ( Nath et al., 2024 on livestock and empowerment) has been referenced multiple times. This should be fixed for accuracy. The general style seems consistent but the format of some references could be tidied up: fuller details are needed of authors, years and page numbers. 

To the extent possible, they have left these materials available. Where a reference is still in the process of publication, they have cited it as “in press.”. I would have liked to see the authors include foundational works on theories of women’s empowerment to contextualize their work. The authors may want to start the introduction with a more global perspective on gender in agriculture drawing from, perhaps, IFPRI or World Bank reports. On a small note, an IFPRI policy blog (Bryan et al. ), shows how women’s empowerment influences crop diversification and resilience in Bangladesh, also making the study relevant to climate adaptation. Overall, the references are sufficient and timely; however, they should be carefully edited to eliminate any duplicates and to ensure that formatting is consistent throughout.
	

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


	The paper is generally readable and not jargonistic, but does require careful proofreading to eliminate some awkward grammar. Some of the sentences are excessively long, and could easily be shortened. The issues are minor inconsistent capitalization in “Joint household decision-making” and “Women Economic Empowerment”; overuse of the passive voice but not insignificant.

A native speaker to tweak awkward phrases (“majority of indigenous households in Bandarban rely on subsistence agriculture, shifting cultivation (Jhum), livestock rearing...”; “Women’s economic empowerment has long been recognized as a critical pathway...”) would raise the level of the English. Overall, the English is fine, but the grammar, punctuation and style are in need of careful editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It should, however, be noted that only one sub-district (Bandarban Sadar) is discussed meaning that the conclusions remain very context-specific for the wider CHT. The paper would also benefit from a short section discussing the study’s limitations (potential for respondent bias, timing of fieldwork which could have seasonality implications) .Neither is it clear if the indigenous men interviewed in the IDIs are reflected in the tables. A clear statement of the study’s contribution to the field is also warranted; as it stands, it is not easy to discern the precise addition this study makes to the literature.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The author states that they obtained ethical approval for the study and designed it so that participation was on a voluntary basis, and the identities of participants were kept confidential. This is reassuring that they have some awareness of research ethics. The report doesn’t mention the name of the ethics board or the protocol number that approved the study. It’s also standard practice for papers about studies that involve Indigenous communities to include a statement about receiving community consent, or about using a culturally appropriate consent process. The authors should document all such procedures, including the use of in-formed consent forms and translators pledged to confidentiality. Nor are any obvious breaches of ethics apparent in the text: the delicate cultural context seems to have been honored; the material seems consistent with appropriate standard of care. We don’t have serious ethical issues, but would like more information.
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