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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.
	This manuscript is significant to the scientific community as it presents an integrated perspective on the response of Himalayan agroforestry systems to climate and land-use changes, while maintaining ecological and agricultural resilience. It highlights the role of indigenous knowledge and local adaptation strategies in sustaining livelihoods, biodiversity, and ecosystem services amidst rapidly changing environmental conditions. By linking ecological resilience, agricultural areas in border regions, and indigenous adaptation, the study contributes to a more holistic understanding of sustainable mountain agroforestry. These findings can serve as a foundation for future research, climate adaptation strategies, and evidence-based policies aimed at fostering resilient and sustainable mountain landscapes.
	


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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

The title accurately reflects the scope, objectives, and main themes of the manuscript. It clearly captures the interconnected dimensions of agroforestry in the Himalayan region, climate change and land use, ecological resilience, agricultural frontiers, and indigenous adaptation. The title is specific enough to distinguish the manuscript, yet broad enough to encompass the crucial narrative synthesis presented in the abstract.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

This abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, clearly presenting the background, research focus, scope of the review, synthesis of evidence, key findings, limitations, and implications. It effectively integrates ecological, agricultural, socio-economic, and indigenous knowledge dimensions regarding agroforestry in the Himalayan region. Furthermore, the abstract accurately distinguishes between aspects supported by strong evidence and those with weaker evidence, thereby enhancing its scientific precision and credibility.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

Justification:

The keywords are highly relevant to the manuscript and effectively represent its core concepts, methods, and thematic scope. These keywords encompass key dimensions of the research, including mountain agriculture, agroforestry systems, climate adaptation, land-use change, traditional ecological knowledge, soil carbon, and livelihood resilience. This combination of ecological, agricultural, and socio-economic terms is also expected to enhance the manuscript's discoverability in academic databases and facilitate its retrieval by researchers in related fields.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

The background information is presented comprehensively, organized logically, and is highly aligned with the research focus of the manuscript. The discussion flows effectively, ranging from the socio-ecological context of the Himalayas and the impacts of climate change to land-use dynamics, agroforestry systems, indigenous knowledge, and various ecological and livelihood trade-offs. The sections on Scope, Research Gaps, and Objectives further clarify knowledge gaps and establish a strong rationale for the review. Overall, the introduction provides adequate scientific context and a solid foundation for understanding the significance and purpose of the manuscript.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

Justification:

The research objectives are clearly and explicitly stated in Section 1.1 (Scope, Research Gaps, and Objectives). These objectives align logically with the identified research gaps and encompass key dimensions of the study, including ecological resilience, livelihood trade-offs, agricultural-frontier dynamics, climate and land-use change, indigenous knowledge, and governance priorities. The objectives are sufficiently specific and provide a clear framework for the subsequent synthesis and discussion.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

Justification:

The reviewed literature is highly relevant to the manuscript's objectives and the identified research gaps. It encompasses a wide range of studies covering climate change, agroforestry in the Himalayan region, agricultural frontier dynamics, land abandonment and migration, ecological resilience, biodiversity, soil carbon, livelihood diversification, and indigenous ecological knowledge. Furthermore, the literature incorporates up-to-date evidence and comparative studies from the broader Hindu Kush-Himalaya region, enabling a comprehensive and critical synthesis. Overall, the selected literature provides a robust scientific foundation for discussing the interconnected ecological, agricultural, and social dimensions of agroforestry practices in the Himalayas.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

Justification:

This literature review is highly up-to-date and encompasses a vast array of recent studies—including publications from 2023–2026—as well as earlier seminal research essential for establishing a historical and conceptual foundation. The inclusion of the latest evidence regarding climate change, agroforestry, indigenous knowledge, land-use transitions, and ecological resilience demonstrates that the review reflects current scientific developments. The coverage of literature extending to July 15, 2026, further reinforces the review's currency and timeliness.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

The literature search methodology is described comprehensively and transparently. The manuscript clearly details the review design, information sources, search period, geographic and thematic search terms, eligibility criteria, screening and deduplication procedures, and the critical appraisal approach. The example search query blocks in Table 1 further demonstrate how the literature was systematically explored across various key domains of evidence. Although this is a critical narrative review rather than a systematic review, the methodology provides sufficient detail to explain how relevant evidence was identified, selected, verified, and synthesized.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

This manuscript demonstrates a robust and genuinely critical analysis of the literature, going beyond mere description or compilation of previous findings. It consistently identifies the strengths, limitations, contradictions, trade-offs, scale mismatches, and contextual conditions underlying the evidence. For instance, it distinguishes between carbon storage and genuine livelihood resilience, questions whether land abandonment necessarily reflects ecological recovery, and critically examines whether the expansion of agroforestry might reduce, or conversely increase, agricultural pressure on natural habitats.

The analysis also appropriately considers methodological limitations, including cross-sectional designs, baseline data uncertainty, spatial and temporal scale mismatches, confounding factors, and the limited availability of longitudinal evidence. Crucially, conflicting findings are not overlooked but are instead interpreted in relation to factors such as elevation, tree density, water availability, labor, markets, land tenure, and local socio-economic conditions. Thus, the discussion successfully shifts from asking "does agroforestry provide benefits?" to asking "under what conditions, for whom, at what scale, and with what trade-offs", a hallmark of a high-quality critical review.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

This manuscript comprehensively identifies research gaps and future research directions, directly linking them to limitations in current evidence. Section 9 clearly highlights various priorities, such as longitudinal resilience studies, hydrological assessments ranging from plot to catchment scales, comparisons between climate suitability and actual land-use conversion, causal analyses regarding livelihoods and equity, the transmission of indigenous knowledge, multi-trophic biodiversity, and adaptive governance. These research directions are specific, researchable, and closely aligned with the evidence gaps identified in the manuscript, thereby providing a clear roadmap for future research.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

Justification:

The conclusions drawn are logically grounded in the evidence and critical analysis presented throughout the manuscript. They appropriately distinguish between farm-scale findings supported by robust evidence and aspects where supporting evidence remains limited, thereby avoiding overgeneralization regarding the resilience benefits of agroforestry. The conclusions also integrate the manuscript’s key themes—ecological resilience, climate and land-use transitions, Indigenous adaptation, livelihood trade-offs, and governance—translating them into coherent research and policy implications. Overall, the reasoning aligns with the stated objectives and evidence base, while appropriately acknowledging uncertainties and contextual variations.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

Research limitations are discussed clearly and comprehensively, covering methodological, evidentiary, geographic, linguistic, temporal, and contextual constraints. The manuscript appropriately acknowledges selection and interpretation biases, evidence heterogeneity, limitations regarding longitudinal and landscape-scale studies, uneven geographic coverage, and the limited transferability of socio-economic findings. It also considers rapidly changing climatic, market, infrastructure, and policy contexts, thereby demonstrating appropriate caution in interpreting the findings. Overall, the discussion of these limitations is transparent, relevant, and consistent with the design of a critical narrative review.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

The references used appear to be of high quality, relying significantly on peer-reviewed research, up-to-date scientific literature, and established scholarly sources relevant to topics such as Himalayan agroforestry, climate change, land-use dynamics, biodiversity, livelihoods, and indigenous knowledge. The review incorporates recent literature—extending up to 2026—while retaining relevant foundational studies. Furthermore, the outlined methodology demonstrates that these sources have been verified through journals, publishers, and DOI information, thereby reinforcing the authenticity and reliability of the references.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent

Justification:

The manuscript is written in clear, coherent language that meets academic standards. Complex concepts regarding agroforestry, ecological resilience, climate change, land-use dynamics, and indigenous community adaptation are presented in a structured and accessible manner. Terminology is used consistently, and the logical flow between sections facilitates understanding. Overall, the writing is professional and suitable for a reputable international academic journal.
	


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 is clear, specific, and appropriate for the manuscript. It accurately reflects the key themes, namely Himalayan agroforestry, climate change and land use, ecological resilience, agricultural frontiers, and indigenous adaptation, and aligns with the scope and conclusions of the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract is comprehensive and accurately summarizes the background, scope of the review, key findings, limitations of the evidence, and policy implications. It effectively captures the manuscript's core dimensions, namely ecological resilience, agricultural frontiers, climate and land-use change, and Indigenous adaptation, while precisely distinguishing between stronger and weaker evidence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically robust and demonstrates close alignment between its objectives, review methodology, evidence synthesis, and conclusions. It appropriately acknowledges uncertainties, distinguishes between evidence at the farm scale and claims at the landscape scale, and avoids overstating the resilience benefits offered by agroforestry. Critical discussion regarding trade-offs, methodological limitations, and contextual variability further reinforces its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references used are adequate, relevant, and generally up-to-date, offering substantial coverage of cutting-edge research extending to 2026 alongside appropriate foundational studies. These references adequately support the manuscript's key themes, including climate change, agroforestry, land-use transitions, ecological resilience, livelihoods, and Indigenous adaptation.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No.

This manuscript is a critical narrative review based on published literature and does not appear to involve direct human participants, animal experiments, clinical interventions, or the collection of primary personal data. Therefore, no issues regarding specific ethical approval or participant consent were identified. A statement regarding the use of AI has also been transparently included.
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