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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 addresses a highly relevant topic at the intersection of agroforestry and climate resilience, which is of growing importance for both research and policy agendas. The chapter provides a comprehensive synthesis of current knowledge, integrating ecological, socio-economic, and policy perspectives. Its emphasis on multifunctionality and context-dependent outcomes contributes meaningfully to the understanding of agroforestry as a climate strategy. Overall, the manuscript is valuable for researchers, practitioners, and decision-makers working on sustainable land-use systems.
	

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

	The title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the scope of 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-structured, comprehensive, and effectively summarizes the key arguments and findings of the manuscript.
Minor suggestion:
· It could be slightly improved by including a brief indication of the methodology (e.g., structured literature review approach), which is currently only described later in the manuscript.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates a strong conceptual and analytical framework. It is well-supported by relevant literature and provides a balanced discussion of agroforestry systems, including both benefits and trade-offs.
Strengths include:
· Clear articulation of resilience mechanisms
· Integration of ecological and socio-economic perspectives
· Use of meta-analyses and global assessments to support arguments
However, some aspects could be improved:
· The methodology described in Section 2 would benefit from greater transparency, particularly regarding study selection criteria (e.g., number of studies included, screening process).
· While the manuscript is comprehensive, certain sections are predominantly descriptive. Incorporating more critical comparison and synthesis across studies would strengthen the analytical depth.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and generally up to date, including recent publications (2024–2025).
To further strengthen the manuscript, it is suggested to:
· Incorporate additional recent empirical studies where available
· Ensure a balanced inclusion of both foundational and more recent literature

	

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

	

The manuscript is written in clear, professional, and academically appropriate English.
The language quality is excellent and suitable for scholarly communication.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript is well-organized and presents a coherent and logical structure throughout. The conceptual framing of agroforestry as a portfolio of place-based systems is particularly strong.
To further enhance clarity and impact, the following improvements are suggested:
· Consider reducing minor redundancies in Sections 4–7 to improve conciseness
· Include a summary table or conceptual figure synthesizing key mechanisms, benefits, and trade-offs of agroforestry systems



	















	PART  2: 


	
	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? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript.

	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”

I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer





	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback
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