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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 is a valuable and timely paper that tackles a relevant subject area, showing how the scope of the assessment of Himalayan agroforestry can go beyond the traditional focus on carbon sequestration, taking account of its wider ecological, socioeconomic and cultural functionalities. Its scientific contribution is the more valuable as it attempts to critically synthesize the evidence of soil conservation, biodiversity, hydrological regulation, climate change adaptation, food and livelihood security, and cultural services, whilst clearly showing trade-offs and variations in the strength of evidence. This synthesis is likely very meaningful for Himalayan agroforestry because it takes place in widely varying conditions, both ecologically and socioeconomically, making overly simplistic assumptions of multifunctionality inappropriate. Outlining research priorities at landscape scale and based on a multi-resource and socially inclusive perspective, this synthesis can serve as a useful example for future research and policy formulation.
	


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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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 is clear, informative and suitable for the manuscript. The phrase “Beyond Carbon Sequestration” appropriately reflects the central purpose of the review, while the remainder of the title accurately identifies its focus on multifunctional ecosystem services in Himalayan agroforestry landscapes.
	

	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 summarises the scope, literature-search approach, major findings, evidence limitations, trade-offs, future research priorities and policy implications of the review. Importantly, it avoids presenting agroforestry multifunctionality as universally beneficial and clearly identifies ecosystem-service domains for which regional evidence remains limited.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript presents a scientifically coherent and appropriately critical synthesis of the available evidence. A major strength is that the authors distinguish measured ecosystem services from assumed co-benefits and consistently acknowledge the effects of baseline land use, management, elevation, species composition and socioeconomic conditions. The discussion of trade-offs, including tree–crop competition, water use, disease risk and differences between private costs and public benefits, further strengthens the scientific balance of the review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The reference base is sufficient and appropriately balanced between foundational literature and recent research. The review incorporates literature through July 2026 and includes recent regional studies from 2024–2026 alongside established studies required to explain long-term ecological processes and the development of agroforestry research.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No apparent ethical issues are identified. This manuscript is a critical narrative review based on previously published literature and does not report new experiments involving human participants, animals or newly collected biological materials. The manuscript also transparently declares the use of Grammarly and ChatGPT for grammatical refinement and reference formatting and states that the authors retain responsibility for the accuracy, integrity and final content.
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