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

	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 addresses an important and timely topic on gender-responsive extension approaches and their role in enhancing women’s participation in food technology. It fills a significant gap in the literature by consolidating empirical and conceptual evidence on inclusive food systems, women’s empowerment, and gender mainstreaming in extension services. It contributes meaningfully to ongoing discussions on achieving SDG 2 (Zero Hunger) and SDG 5 (Gender Equality).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, relevant, and adequately reflects the content of the paper. However, it could be slightly refined for academic precision:

Suggested alternative title: “A Review of Gender-Responsive Extension Approaches for Enhancing Women’s Participation and Empowerment in Food Technology Systems.”

This revised version adds “empowerment” and “systems” to better reflect the scope and outcomes discussed throughout the manuscript.
	

	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 well-written and comprehensive, summarizing the rationale, key approaches, and expected outcomes effectively. It clearly presents the study’s purpose, framework, and significance. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the main research gaps or future directions identified. This addition would strengthen the academic value of the work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and well-structured. The flow is logical flow from context and rationale through various extension approaches to outcomes and challenges. The methodology, is consistent with the objectives, drawing on credible and current sources. The conceptual framework is clear and aligns well with the narrative discussion. No major scientific flaws were identified. However, the author could improve the analysis by comparing findings across geographic regions or types of interventions to demonstrate variability in outcomes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, recent, and relevant. Most citations are from 2019–2025, showing up-to-date engagement with contemporary debates in gender-responsive extension and food systems. However, a few references appear duplicated (e.g., Asanwana & Uloh, 2025; Quaye et al., 2019) and should be edited to avoid redundancy. The author may also consider citing some global frameworks, such as FAO (2023) or UN Women (2024) reports on gender and food systems, to broaden the scope.
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, well-organized, and professional. Minor grammatical edits and simplification in long sentences would enhance readability, but overall, it meets academic standards and communicates ideas effectively.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is comprehensive and demonstrates good command of gender and extension literature. The integration of tables and conceptual frameworks is strong, making the work visually and analytically rich. However:

· The “Evidence of Impact” section could include more quantitative summaries or comparative insights where possible.

· The “Future Directions” section should emphasize policy recommendations and measurable indicators for gender-responsive extension.

· Figures should be numbered sequentially and accompanied by clearer captions.

Overall, this is a valuable contribution to the field and deserves publication after minor revision.
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