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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)_]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.
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers_]This review addresses agroforestry as a climate-smart land-use strategy with a conditional, evidence-calibrated framing rather than a promotional one, which is a valuable
corrective to much of the existing literature. By integrating carbon, adaptation, yield, biodiversity, hydrology and socioeconomic dimensions within a single critical synthesis, the manuscript fills a genuine gap between fragmented, single-outcome reviews. Its explicit attention to trade-offs, baseline land-use asymmetries (agricultural conversion vs. forest conversion) and design conditions gives it practical relevance for both researchers and policymakers. The work is timely given the current emphasis on climate mitigation and adaptation strategies in agricultural policy.
	




[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	

	
	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) — precisely reflects scope (multifunctionality, trade-offs, design conditions).
	

	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
	4 (Good) — covers scope, method, key findings and conclusion; slightly dense, could be marginally shortened.
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_objectives_clearly_stated?_]3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant?_]Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) — introduction and scope/gap section clearly justify the review.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: 7._Is_the_literature_review_recent?_]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) — explicit objectives listed in section 1.1.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
[bookmark: 5_=_Excellent_4_=_Good_3_=_Satisfactory_]Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) — directly aligned with the review's stated scope of mitigation, adaptation, biodiversity, hydrology and socioeconomics.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) — search window extends to June 2026; majority of citations from 2009 onward, though some foundational
sources go back to 2003–2007 (appropriately, for conceptual continuity).
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	[bookmark: 8._Is_the_literature_search_methodology_][bookmark: 9._Is_the_Critical_analysis_of_literatur]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
	5 (Excellent) — sources, search terms, Boolean query, eligibility criteria and screening approach are all explicitly described (Section 2).
	

	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
	5 (Excellent) — explicit appraisal criteria applied (study design, comparator, confounding, scale, outcome definition); conflicting findings deliberately retained rather than omitted.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done
?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: PART__2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)_]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) — dedicated Section 10 ("Future Directions") plus explicit gap statement in Section 1.1.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) — conclusions follow directly from the thematic synthesis and avoid overgeneralization.
	

	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
	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment_]5 (Excellent) — dedicated, candid Section 12 covering selection bias, language restriction, geographic coverage and heterogeneity.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent) — references drawn from established journals (Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment; Agroforestry Systems, etc.) with DOIs verified per the stated methodology.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 (Good) — generally clear and precise academic English; some sentences in the discussion sections are long and could be split for readability.
	





[bookmark: _][bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]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.
	YES — covers rationale, scope, search period, key findings across all major themes, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES — The methodology is transparent and appropriately framed as a critical narrative review (not systematic), justified via SANRA criteria (Baethge et al., 2019). Evidence appraisal criteria (study design, comparator, confounding, scale) are explicit and applied consistently across thematic sections.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES — approximately 39 references, spanning 2003–2025, with the majority from 2009 onward; well distributed and directly relevant to agroforestry, carbon, adaptation and socioeconomic themes.
	

	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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