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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.
	The manuscript addresses the critical challenge of balancing agricultural production, environmental conservation, and cultural values in Himalayan agroforestry systems.
Critical perspective: It challenges overly optimistic “win-win” narratives by highlighting trade-offs among different objectives.
Conceptual contribution: It integrates production, conservation, and cultural dimensions while considering differences across spatial, temporal, and stakeholder scales.
Practical value: The framework can support researchers, policymakers, and practitioners in developing ecologically sound and socially legitimate agroforestry interventions, particularly through distributional accounting and recognition of cultural values.
	




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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	





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 reflects the scope and critical nature of the review. It appropriately signals that the manuscript examines both trade-offs and synergies, and the term "Critical Narrative Review" honestly describes the methodology.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is well-structured and comprehensive. It clearly states the scope, methodology, key findings, and the central argument against a simple win-win framing. The inclusion of priority research needs is appropriate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor, properly distinguishes between ecosystem supply and realized benefits, and critically evaluates methodological nuances across studies.
Minor issues to address before publication:

Typographical errors: “Baethe et al., 2019” (should be Baethge et al., 2019); “Tokyo et al.” In Tables 2 and 3 (should be Toky et al.); “allotmetry” (should be allometry); “underrepresented” (should be underrepresented).

Table 3 formatting: The table appears to be duplicated or split awkwardly across pages 13–14. The authors should ensure the table is presented as a single, coherent unit.

Reference formatting: Some references lack DOIs (e.g., Sarkar et al., 2020; Kanwal et al., 2024), while others include them. Consistent formatting should be applied.

Figure/Table numbering: Ensure all tables are numbered sequentially and referenced correctly in the text.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The review covers a robust chronological range (1989–2026), incorporating foundational classical studies alongside high-impact contemporary peer-reviewed literature.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. There are no apparent ethical issues, plagiarism concerns, or unaddressed competing interests.
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