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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 benefits of traditional Himalayan agroforestry lie in distinguishing between the strength, scope, and limitations of the evidence supporting these benefits. In this chapter, carbon-centered analyses make a meaningful contribution to the literature by reexamining the concept of multifunctionality through measured concurrent services and demonstrating how measurement preferences can shape land-use policies. Demonstrates originality by asking the question... What benefit can we demonstrate, and with what level of evidence? 
	


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
	4

The title is a bit long. However, that is acceptable in academia. In review, it clearly indicates critical synthesis, multifunctional ecosystem services, traditional agroforestry, and the Himalayan geography.
	

	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

It sufficiently and concretely covers the study's problem, scope, approach, findings, methodological caveats, and research/policy recommendations.
	

	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

It covers the article's key topics well
	

	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
	4

The background is strong, the structure is excellent, and the research gap is well-grounded. However, the literature foundation would appear more up-to-date and robust if the number of international, peer-reviewed studies—verifiable via DOI, were increased, particularly those from recent years.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The objectives are stated clearly and in a bulleted format in the “Scope, Research Gap and Objectives” section, directly linked to the research gap.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

I believe that supporting certain areas, particularly regarding hydrological regulation and socioeconomic distribution, with broader and more up-to-date international studies would enhance the analytical power of the literature.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

Some fundamental arguments rely on older sources, and currency could be more robustly ensured—particularly by increasing the number of international peer-reviewed studies and enhancing DOI verification.
	

	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

Information sources, keyword groups, the search period, inclusion/exclusion criteria, the removal of duplicates, and the critical appraisal approach are explained under separate subheadings. Although the methodology is traceable, it should be supported by reference to previous studies; that is, if this method has been used before, those articles should be cited. The methodology could be strengthened with a flow chart, as the current description of the method lacks fluidity.

Furthermore, could this study be positioned as a "critical narrative review"? I believe doing so could enhance the quality of the work. The methodology would become much clearer and more robust if it presented a fully reproducible flow chart (akin to that of a systematic review), precise search strings for each database, search dates, and numerical data reporting the number of studies included and excluded.
	

	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
	4
The critical analysis of the literature is sufficient. The literature should be strengthened in the methodology section.
	

	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

It not only offers general recommendations for future studies but also proposes concrete directions,  such as long-term paired plot networks, watershed-scale hydrological measurements, multi-service measurements within the same system, function-based biodiversity indicators, and distributional economic analyses.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

Mostly consistent; the variability of carbon evidence, the lack of measurements regarding water regulation, trade-offs between services, and the risks potentially posed by carbon-focused incentives are coherently synthesized. However, some policy implications are articulated in strong terms.


	

	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 article explicitly discusses the limitations in a separate section.
	

	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 bibliography is extensive, interdisciplinary, and relies largely on peer-reviewed academic publications. However, the bibliographic details and DOI information for each source require systematic verification. Furthermore, clearly distinguishing policy reports, institutional documents, or limited-access regional publications from peer-reviewed sources, and incorporating more recent international studies, would further enhance the visibility of the bibliography's reliability.
	

	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 text is written in clear, academic, and accessible language, and the chapter structure facilitates reading. However, some paragraphs are quite long and dense: the sentences should be simplified, particularly in the sections on methodology, policy implications, and discussion.
	


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.
	Although the article title is long, it covers everything.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscritp can be scientifically introduced into the literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Although some sources are old, the current literature has been utilized.
	

	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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