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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 (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 important as it provides field-based insights into the differences between traditional and industrial agroforestry systems in Tamil Nadu. It highlights how integrating both models can enhance farmers’ income, sustainability, and resource use efficiency. The findings contribute valuable information for researchers and policymakers to promote balanced and resilient agroforestry practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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, the abstract is comprehensive — it clearly presents the background, objectives, key findings, challenges, and conclusion of the study. It effectively summarizes both traditional and industrial agroforestry systems with supporting references.

However, a few improvements can make it more concise and reader-friendly:

1. Remove in-text citations (e.g., Nair, 1993; Leakey, 2014) abstracts usually avoid detailed referencing.

2. Condense long sentences to improve readability and flow.

3. Add a clear objective statement (e.g., “The study aimed to compare…”).

4. End with a stronger concluding sentence highlighting the practical implication (e.g., “The results can guide policymakers in promoting sustainable agroforestry models.”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The introduction provides good background information but is divided into too many paragraphs with some repetition of ideas. It is recommended to merge similar sections and condense the content into one or two well-structured paragraphs for better flow and clarity. A concise introduction will help maintain reader interest and clearly present the research rationale and objectives.

Figures are informative, but titles or captions should be added to clearly describe their content and relevance. Proper labeling will enhance readability and help readers easily interpret the data presented.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
	

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


	Yes, the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The section discussing financial, institutional, market, environmental, and labour constraints lacks a clear heading, which makes it harder for readers to identify and follow. As a reviewer, I suggest adding a descriptive heading such as “Major Constraints Faced by Farmers in Agroforestry Systems” to clearly introduce and organize this part of the manuscript.

· The manuscript lists strategies to overcome constraints but provides only a brief enumeration without further explanation. As a reviewer, I suggest elaborating each strategy with a short description of how it addresses specific challenges, supported by examples or references. This will make the recommendations more practical and informative for readers and policymakers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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