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	Comments of the Reviewers
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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.
	
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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	5
The background information is comprehensive, well-structured, and logically organised, providing a clear context for the study and effectively linking global challenges with the scope of the review.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The objectives are clearly stated, well-defined, and logically structured, providing a coherent framework that aligns effectively with the scope and content of the review.
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	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale:
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	I suggest changing the title to:
Carbon Sequestration in Agroforestry Systems: Mechanisms, Metrics, and Policy Perspectives
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured; however, it could be slightly shortened to improve conciseness and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes,The manuscript is written in clear, coherent, and well-structured language, making it easy to understand for both specialist and interdisciplinary audiences 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are of high quality, drawn predominantly from peer-reviewed and reputable sources, including leading journals and authoritative institutional reports.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	NO
	


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