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	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 offers a comprehensive and current synthesis of field-based and meta-analytic evidence on agrobiodiversity as a strategy for climate adaptation. It contributes significantly to understanding the mechanisms—response diversity, complementarity, and service scaffolding—by which agrobiodiversity stabilizes yield, enhances ecosystem services, and supports nutrition. Its emphasis on MRV (Monitoring, Reporting, and Verification) frameworks bridges science and policy, making it particularly valuable for agricultural adaptation programs, sustainable food systems, and resilience research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title accurately reflects the manuscript’s scope and content.
Alternative (optional): “Agrobiodiversity for Climate Resilience: A Systematic Review of Yield Stability, Pest Regulation, and Nutrition Outcomes.”
	

	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.


	es, the abstract is clear, well-structured, and comprehensive, summarizing context, methods, results, mechanisms, and implications effectively.
Minor suggestions:

· Consider shortening the abstract slightly by tightening policy-related sentences for conciseness.

· Add the time span of reviewed studies (2013–2025) for transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	es. The manuscript is scientifically robust, methodologically rigorous, and logically structured. It follows systematic review protocols with explicit inclusion/exclusion criteria and covers three well-defined outcome domains. The evidence synthesis is accurate, well-cited, and up to date (including 2024 studies). Mechanistic explanations are grounded in established ecological theory (e.g., insurance hypothesis, complementarity). The integration of empirical, meta-analytic, and conceptual evidence is strong.

Minor issues:

· The methods section could include a PRISMA-style flowchart or quantitative summary of study counts (if data are available).

· The discussion could highlight regional policy implications (Global South) more explicitly in the conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. References are abundant (60+), recent (many from 2021–2024), and relevant to the paper’s objectives.
Minor corrections:

· Verify journal names are consistently italicized and volume/issue formatting follows APA 7th (e.g., remove redundant periods in some author initials).

· Check that all 2024 citations (e.g., Vernooy et al., Yang et al., Huang et al.) are in-text cited consistently.
	

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


	Yes. The language is excellent—clear, academic, and stylistically consistent. Only minimal grammatical polishing may be needed (e.g., occasional long sentences could be shortened for readability).
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a systematic review, not an original research paper. It is analytically strong and policy-relevant, with thorough synthesis of mechanisms and metrics. The paper’s novelty lies in bridging field-based evidence with MRV design and nutrition pathways. Figures or summary diagrams could improve visual clarity (e.g., a conceptual model linking diversification → mechanisms → outcomes). The manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None detected. The study is a literature-based review with no human or animal experiments.
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