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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 manuscript is relevant to the scientific community as it presents a synthesis of current knowledge on the relationship between agroecology and biodiversity conservation in agricultural landscapes. By integrating evidence from different studies, it contributes to understanding how agroecological practices can reconcile food production with environmental sustainability. It highlights key mechanisms such as landscape heterogeneity and ecosystem services. Additionally, it identifies research gaps and policy challenges, providing valuable guidance for future studies and the improvement of conservation strategies.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5= The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope and content of the manuscript. It effectively conveys the focus on agroecology and biodiversity conservation within agricultural landscapes, aligning well with the objectives and structure of the review.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= The abstract provides a general overview of the review but could be more concise and structured. It includes most key elements—objectives, methods, and main findings—but some sentences are long and dense, which may reduce clarity.


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2= The keywords are relevant, but they include many compound terms, which may reduce the effectiveness of the article’s indexing and searchability.

Suggestion: Consider simplifying or replacing some compound terms with more direct and specific keywords to make the work easier to find in databases.


	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= The paper provides sufficient and relevant background information, allowing the reader to understand the topic and the importance of the study. However, the organization could be improved, with clearer transitions between topics to facilitate reading and the flow of ideas.


	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3=The objectives of the paper are clearly stated and easy to identify. They provide a solid direction for the study. A minor improvement could be to make them slightly more specific or concise to strengthen focus.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= The literature review is relevant and covers the main studies related to the topic. However, the authors could expand it by including more references.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4=The literature reviewed is recent and relevant; however, it could be further expanded to include additional recent studies for a more comprehensive overview.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4=The methodology for the literature search is clearly explained and appropriate, providing a solid basis for the study. Some minor clarifications could further strengthen the description.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= The manuscript provides a basic critical analysis of the literature, highlighting key findings and patterns. However, the discussion could be deeper, with more evaluation of contrasting results and stronger connections between studies.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3=The manuscript identifies some research gaps and future directions, but these could be more thoroughly developed and better linked to the literature review. The discussion provides a starting point, yet lacks depth in prioritizing key areas for future study.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4=The conclusions of the manuscript are consistent with the data and arguments presented. They summarize the main findings well and reflect the literature review, although they could be slightly more detailed regarding practical implications and future recommendations.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5=The limitations of the manuscript are discussed in the dedicated section, demonstrating transparency regarding the study’s constraints and contributing to the credibility of the work.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4=The references demonstrate credibility and relevance to the scope of the study, although there is still room to include more recent or diverse studies to strengthen the bibliographic foundation.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4= The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, allowing readers to follow the arguments easily, though minor improvements in phrasing could enhance overall readability.


	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Consider breaking complex sentences into shorter ones and explicitly highlighting the main conclusions to improve readability and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	no
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