
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Environment and Climate Change

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJECC_156671

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Analysis of the Impact of Agroforestry on Rural Economy and Community Welfare in Durg, Chhattisgarh

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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 offers a field-based evaluation of agroforestry systems in Durg district, Chhattisgarh, emphasizing biomass, carbon sequestration, and economic returns. The study is relevant, particularly for sustainable agriculture, climate mitigation, and rural livelihoods, and offers valuable primary data.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	3
	





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.
	No. 
Suggestion for improvement:  The abstract is too full of numbers and hard to read. It should be shorter and more organized, with a focus on the main goals, methods, major results, and implications.. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Suggestion for improvement:
There are inconsistencies in the data, possible calculation mistakes, and biomass and carbon values that are higher than normal that need to be checked. The methodology is not clear about how to estimate biomass and carbon. The authors need to redo the calculations, explain the methods clearly and justify the results with the proper references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript talks about an important topic and gives useful information about agroforestry systems in the field, but it has big problems with the reliability of the data, the clarity of the methods and the quality of the language. The text is hard to read because it has a lot of grammatical errors and inconsistent tense use. The methodology needs to be explained more clearly, especially the sampling design (the total sample size is not given, and there is no reason given for choosing 10 farmers per category per Panchayat) and the biomass estimation procedures (there are no regression equations, and the units and conversion methods are not clear). Also, some of the reported values for biomass and carbon stock seem too high and need to be double-checked. The tables are not well formatted, don't have proper titles, and have units that aren't consistent. The figures and plates are also not well presented and aren't clearly labeled or referenced. It is best to use the same formatting and units for all tables (e.g., t ha⁻¹, ₹) and make sure that all figures are shown correctly. The conclusion also needs to be stronger because it mostly just restates the results instead of putting together the main ideas and implications. Before being considered for publication again, it is best to make major changes.
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