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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 above titled manuscript about the Climate-Smart Agroforestry focusing on to the Himalayan Region can be worthwhile for the scientific community, especially for the researchers in the field of Climate Change Impacts and Adaptation Strategies in Himalayan Region and may provide a reference line for further such kind of studies about the current and other regions. Moreover, it can also be
a valuable academic addition, available in the form a book chapter.
	


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
	05
	

	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
	03
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	04
	

	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
	03
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	04
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	04
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	03
	

	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
	04
	

	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
	03
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions
done?
	04
	


Review Form (Review)
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	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	04
	

	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
	04
	

	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
	04
	

	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
	04
	



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.
	The title of the manuscript ‘Climate-Smart Agroforestry in the Himalayas: A Critical Synthesis of Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Contemporary Adaptation Strategies’ appears to be appropriate.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	1. The abstract of the manuscript can be made more comprehensive according to the following outlines;
· Introduction, scope, and worth of the study
· Main objective/s of the study
· Data sources and methodology
· Main findings and key conclusion
· Policy implications of the study, if any
Each point should be mentioned in just two or three meaningful sentences.
2. The keywords are required to be arranged in alphabetic order, which are presently not.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct and acceptable; however, following minor improvements are required;
1. Though, language is acceptable, at some places minor revision is required to make it more scientific. Grammatical and editorial mistakes are also found which need to be addressed.
2. If possible for the author/s, the study area map can be added to increase the worth of this review article.
3. Conclusion needs to be made more precise in the light of objectives and results of the study.
Overall, the researcher/s has/have made substantial effort. With the incorporation of recommended minor alterations, this manuscript may become good enough to be accepted for publication as a chapter in the book  titled  Agroforestry  in  the  Himalayas:  Climate  Resilience,
Ecosystem Services and Sustainable Mountain Livelihoods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for
improvement.
	Thirty eight (38) references have been cited/mentioned. This is not an appreciable number of citations for a sound review article/book chapter. There is also a lack of latest citations as most of the references mentioned are not too recent. Citing ten more and concerned recent studies will enhance the worth of this manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	To the best of my knowledge, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
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