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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
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	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.
	This manuscript provides a critical, timely, and conceptually rigorous appraisal of the literature on Himalayan agroforestry, bridging the gap between biophysical evidence, traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), and climate adaptation planning. By systematically evaluating cross-sectional study designs, the review highlights critical methodological limitations in existing soil organic carbon and biomass stock extrapolations. Furthermore, it reinterprets TEK not as a static repository of practices, but as a labour- and institution-contingent management capacity vulnerable to ongoing rural depopulation. Finally, by introducing the adaptation pathways framing, the paper offers actionable insights to mitigate maladaptation risks and guide future longitudinal and catchment-scale research in high-altitude mountain ecosystems.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	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? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and central themes of the critical appraisal.
	

	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
	5
The abstract concisely outlines the rationale, methodology, key synthesized findings, critical gaps, and research priorities.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Keywords are well-targeted, standard, and align directly with indexing norms for agroforestry and climate adaptation
	

	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
	5
Introduction establishes the steep vertical gradients, climate/cryospheric drivers, and existing literature limits effectively.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Four clear, highly specific research objectives are presented at the end of Section 1.1.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Cites essential regional and global conceptual literature covering biophysical, socio-economic, and methodological domains.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The search window spans up to July 2026, incorporating the most up-to-date regional studies and assessments.
	

	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
Search terms, sources, inclusion/exclusion rules, and critical appraisal approaches are thoroughly detailed.
(Section 2.5 and Section 10): the authors do not specify the number of records found or selected; the search was conducted only in open indexes (Google Scholar, DOAJ, Semantic Scholar, Crossref, PubMed), excluding Scopus, Web of Science and - critically for agroforestry - CAB Abstracts, and was restricted to English-language records.
	

	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
Outstanding critical depth. The appraisal moves well beyond cataloguing to evaluate design validity, notably space-for-time substitution in carbon accounting, scale mismatch between plot infiltration and catchment recharge, and the conflation of species richness with conservation value. Tables 3 and 4 are particularly effective in separating direction of effect from confidence in magnitude. One addition would strengthen this further: the confidence levels assigned in Table 3 (very low / low / moderate / high) are not accompanied by stated criteria, so the reader cannot reconstruct how each grade was reached. A brief rubric - specifying the design type, number of independent regional studies, consistency of findings and geographical coverage required for each level, whether adapted from GRADE-CERQual or devised by the authors - would make the grading reproducible and would reinforce the manuscript's own argument about the handling of evidential strength in this field..
	

	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
	5
Section 8 provides structured, highly actionable future research priorities (e.g., permanent plots, paired-catchment tests).
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Conclusions strictly follow from the appraised evidence regarding evidence grading, TEK constraints, and adaptation risks.
	

	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
Section 10 offers an honest and balanced discussion of narrative design limits, language restrictions, and primary data 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
High-quality, peer-reviewed sources from top-tier environmental, ecological, and interdisciplinary journals.
	

	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
	5
Academic English is polished, precise, and structurally coherent throughout.
	





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. The title accurately captures the core themes, geographical focus, and analytical framework of the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. It provides a clear summary of background, methods, key critical insights (space-for-time substitution, TEK capacity, lack of threshold specifications), and recommended priorities.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The critical evaluation of ecological study designs (e.g., distinguishing plot-scale infiltration from catchment-scale spring recharge) and socio-economic dynamics (demographic labor constraints) is methodologically sound and well-reasoned.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The literature coverage is extensive, highly relevant, and includes recent publications up to 2026.
	

	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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