Review Form (Review)

	Book Name:
	Agroforestry in the Himalayas: Ecological Significance and Socio-Cultural Heritage

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_8057_8

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Reconciling Production, Conservation and Cultural Values in Himalayan Agroforestry: A Critical Review of Ecosystem Service Trade-Offs and Synergies

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE


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 addresses an important interdisciplinary question: how Himalayan agroforestry systems reconcile agricultural production, ecological conservation and cultural values. Its focus on trade-offs, rather than assuming that agroforestry always produces win-win outcomes, provides a useful basis for understanding differences among systems, locations and stakeholders. The discussion connects biophysical processes with household livelihoods, traditional ecological knowledge and institutional conditions. Its potential contribution is an integrated interpretation of multifunctionality, although the distinctiveness of the proposed framework and the completeness of the underlying evidence base need to be demonstrated more clearly.
	


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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	


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 clearly reflects the main subject and the critical-review approach. It appropriately identifies the three central dimensions of production, conservation and cultural values. However, the broad Himalayan scope should be interpreted in light of the manuscript’s acknowledged concentration on India and Nepal.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but it could be more informative. The abstract presents the review’s purpose, general approach, key findings and future research priorities. It could provide clearer information about the evidence base and explain more explicitly how the review’s conclusions were derived from the literature.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Generally plausible, but some claims require closer verification. The manuscript recognises that agroforestry outcomes depend on tree species, management, stand age, spatial scale and household conditions. It also distinguishes ecological services from realised household benefits. However, quantitative claims, causal interpretations and the accuracy of individual study findings should be checked against the original sources.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partly. The manuscript includes foundational studies and recent literature, including publications from 2024–2026. Nevertheless, the geographic coverage and balance of the literature should be examined, particularly for regions beyond the Indian Himalaya and Nepal. The references should also be checked for bibliographic accuracy and whether each source directly supports the claim for which it is cited.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No specific ethical violation is evident from the manuscript text reviewed. The article is presented as a literature review and does not report new human-participant data collection. The accuracy of attribution and the completeness of the declarations should be verified in accordance with the journal’s requirements.
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