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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 valuable to the scientific community as it assesses the effects of indigenous agroforestry practices on the consequences of land degradation and climate change with the aim of enhancing agricultural productivity and environmental sustainability in Ethiopia. Therefore, policymakers, researchers, planners, NGOs, and private sectors will use the findings of this study as a baseline when introducing and disseminating new agricultural technologies (innovations) to smallholder farmers and other stakeholders as well as innovating locally relatively advantageous, compatible, simple, observable, and cost-effective agricultural extensions and practices inclusive of farmers’ indigenous knowledge and agroforestry. Moreover, it is vital for the scientific community to make site- and area-specific and more targeted strategic interventions that may effectively address agricultural productivity and environmental sustainability intending to improve farmers’ livelihoods. Furthermore, it serves as a reference and springboard for researchers and others interested in studying similar research themes in the future.
I like this manuscript. For the reason that:

1. It has well-organized and sound review findings, conclusions, and recommendations. Even if there is a need for minor revisions in the introduction section, such as a need to have more study area-specific explanations, use additional empirical studies with evident statistical data that can make this manuscript scientifically more valuable and clearer for the readers.

2. It has novel and sound findings in paving the way for further strategic interventions for the challenges and gaps between the consequences of climate change and smallholder farmers’ indigenous agroforestry practices adaptation decisions in Ethiopia and other developing countries having similar conditions.

3. Findings, hence evidence in the profile of indigenous agroforestry practices for climate change mitigation and adaptation in developing countries largely. This reveals that time- and site-specific policy and program interventions need to be designed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is a smart, suitable, timely and sound title.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes, it is comprehensive.

A brief summary article abstract systematically contains either separated or merged major issues such as introduction (backgrounds of the study), methods used, major findings, conclusions and recommendations. In this manuscript, as a reviewer, I have read all relatively but have some questions: How many books, papers, conference reports, and published articles did you use to review this work? Please mention them. In the methods part of the abstract. Besides this, the abstract is too long. Hence, it needs to be minimized to 250-300 words. The research gap is also not sound and clear for the readers. Thus, authors need to seriously ensure the gaps that this study is going to fill. Besides this, the authors are expected to use the words before the conclusion: “Thus, this study concluded that.” Before recommendation: “Therefore, this study recommended that.”. These wordings may enable the manuscript to be clearer and more attractive for the readers, such as researchers, planners, policymakers, and other development partners. Therefore, the authors seriously need to rewrite the abstract to be published.
Furthermore, in the keywords perspective, there is an unnecessary word: sequestration. I suggest that authors may avoid this word because they did not use this word in the abstract section, and authors also need to write here bold and sound words that show the main theme of this work in the abstract section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, a manuscript is scientifically correct, smart, and sound.

This manuscript is scientifically robust for the reason that it has communicated unique ideas, new knowledge, innovation, and insights to the scientific community and general public in enhancing the agricultural productivity and environmental sustainability using the indigenous agroforestry practices for climate change mitigation and adaptation not only in the study areas but also in other developing countries having similar conditions. From this well-written, fresh manuscript, findings, other researchers will learn how to conduct research on the indigenous agroforestry practices for climate change. Besides this, this study bridges the gap between land degradation caused by both the anthropogenic (human) and proximate (natural) factors and the livelihoods of smallholder farmers. Furthermore, this study is critical that scientists, researchers, policymakers, planners, NGOs, and private sectors do give more attention and relevant values to indigenous agroforestry practices in reducing the consequences of climate change that need strategic interventions, as well as further researchers will use this article as a reference. However, in materials and methods section, authors have used only 1 older article published in 2005 (Gisladottir and Stocking, 2005). Thus, here, they cannot say recent papers. Therefore, I suggest that if they replace this older article published 20 years ago with other more recent publications, you can relatively say recent papers and limit the years (2011-2024), which is persuasive.
Upon checking this manuscript above with balanced reasons as a reviewer, I am sure that if editors and reviewers’ insightful comments and suggestions stated are taken into account, this manuscript will have more value in the scientific community and general public globally.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are apt for this manuscript and are more recent, except for the older article (Gisladottir and Stocking, 2005). However, they are not sufficient for this work; the styles used are distorted, not consistent, and the same, and not clearer for the readers. Besides, there is no DOI for some empirical studies in the references. Moreover, they have some citations in the text lists but not in the references lists. E.g., Demissie, 2022; Euketu et al., 2014; Abay and Melese, 2019. Furthermore, some references are listed repeatedly in the references part. E.g.,

Hagazi N, Mokria M, Hadgu K, Hailemariam G, Garrity D, Abiyu A and Kassa H. 2023. Climate Smart Agroforestry in Ethiopia: Technical Information Kit with special emphasis on Faidherbia albida. Bogor, Indonesia: Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) and Nairobi: World Agroforestry (ICRAF). 

Hagazi N, Mokria M, Hadgu K, Hailemariam G, Garrity D, Abiyu A and Kassa H. 2023. Climate Smart Agroforestry in Ethiopia: Technical Information Kit with special emphasis on Faidherbia albida. Bogor, Indonesia: Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) and Nairobi: World Agroforestry (ICRAF)

This generally implies that the authors may not read more related scientific/empirical studies that strengthen and support their findings. They also did not identify and decide which reference styles are consistently appropriate for their work. Thus, the references need to be seriously revised for publication.
As a reviewer, I suggest that:

Aklilu, B.M. and Mikrewongel, T.T. 2016. The effect of agroforestry practices and elevation gradients on soil chemical properties in Gununo watershed, Ethiopia. International Journal of Environmental & Agricultural Research (IJOEAR), 2(1): 2454-1850. 

Therefore, dear authors may follow this style and adjust all references accordingly.


	             

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, I have gratitude for authors’ English language writing skills based on the manuscript they have conducted. Henceforth, as far as I am concerned, this manuscript is suitable for scholarly communications. However, there is limited language quality. Thus, the language quality needs to be improved and seriously revised for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	As a reviewer, I am really glad to be invited to review such a rigorous, innovative, and insightful manuscript conducted on the indigenous agroforestry practices for climate change mitigation and adaptation in Ethiopia intending to enhance agricultural productivity and environmental sustainability using indigenous knowledge. If authors seriously revise this manuscript based on the reviewers’ and other stakeholders’ comments and suggestions step-by-step, I am sure this manuscript publication will contribute more to the scientific community and general public in the world. Last of all, I am willing to answer any questions you ask me at any time.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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