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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 manuscript is of great importance to the scientific community as it advocates for a holistic assessment of multifunctional ecosystem services, shifting the focus from simple carbon sequestration to complex landscape mosaics and challenging the dominant, carbon-centric paradigm in agroforestry. The review addresses a critical research gap and evaluates land use in mountainous areas, clearly distinguishing between well-supported biophysical evidence—such as soil conservation—and areas requiring further empirical research, such as pollination and biotic regulation. Ultimately, it demonstrates the interplay between ecology, socio-economics, and policymaking, offering guidance for the design of climate-resilient and equitable agricultural strategies in mountain regions.
	


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

The title accurately and comprehensively reflects the content of the study, clearly defining the transition from a one-sided focus on carbon to multifunctional ecosystem services.
	

	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
The abstract is excellently structured and contains all key components: context, methodological timeframe (2000–2026), and main findings by domain. It provides a perfect and accessible overview of the entire manuscript.
	

	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
The selected keywords encompass the scope of the study. They are extremely useful for indexing the book chapter in academic databases and facilitate digital search.
	

	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
The introduction is logically structured, starting with the general mountain landscape, moving through a critique of the narrow carbon-centric approach, and concluding with global meta-analyses viewed against the realities of the Himalayas. It establishes the rationale for this integrated review.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The objectives are clearly stated in Section 1.1: to synthesize the strongest evidence, assess methodological limitations, identify trade-offs, and determine research priorities.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The overview is highly pertinent, as it does not limit itself to theoretical assumptions but analyzes actual physical and socio-economic mechanisms. The examination of evidence across specific domains (soil, biodiversity, hydrology) is scientifically sound.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The manuscript is based on contemporary scientific literature covering the period from 2000 to mid-2026. This ensures that the review reflects the latest advances in agroforestry research.
	

	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
Section 2 describes in detail the databases, the time period, and the specific search records.
	

	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
This is one of the manuscript’s greatest strengths: the author subjects the notion that any tree planting automatically yields benefits to serious criticism and openly discusses competition for light and water, as well as the epidemiological risks associated with dense shade. A clear distinction is drawn between directly measured processes and merely assumed benefits.
	

	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
Section 11 offers an exceptionally detailed, ambitious, and structured roadmap for future research across domains (hydrology, biodiversity, socio-economic panel designs). Gaps (such as the lack of counterfactual designs and pollination studies) are clearly identified.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusions in Section 12 derive directly from the evidence presented in the tables and the text, without making unfounded generalizations. They correctly reinforce the argument that multifunctionality is a conditional optimization problem rather than an automatic outcome.
	

	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
The limitations are addressed in Section 13, which acknowledges the geographical imbalance (a predominance of data from India and Nepal) and the subjectivity of the narrative approach. The author rightly cautions against blindly applying the findings of global meta-analyses to the Himalayas.
	

	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
The bibliography consists entirely of authoritative, peer-reviewed scientific journals indexed on platforms such as Elsevier, Springer, and PLOS. Unverified sources have been excluded.
	

	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

The text features an excellent academic style, high readability, and precise terminology. The five structured tables serve as excellent visual anchors for digesting the complex information.
	


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 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO 
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