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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.


	The manuscript is a timely and full synthesis of the role of agroforestry in mitigation of climate in the world, which is rapidly attaining a high level of attention although there is not a cohesive and cross-regional analysis. The strength of it is that it unites evidence about the dynamics of carbon on the above and below-ground, and provides insights that can support future modelling studies, policy formulation and integration of carbon market. Essential gaps not yet fully covered by the review- especially in respect of measurement, permanence and scaling pathways- will also be used to guide future research priorities. Comprehensively, the manuscript is useful addition to the scientific community in explaining how agroforestry can be successfully placed in nature-based climate solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the manuscript’s scope.
	

	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.


	The abstract is good, however, it can use two more points: 
A more explicit declaration of the uniqueness of the paper, such as its focus on bridging biophysical evidence and policy and carbon-market implications. 
Considering that there are major issues to be discussed (including inconsistency in carbon calculations and the lack of monitoring tools), a small mention of them to balance the discussion of benefits is necessary. 
These contributions would allow the readers to rapidly internalize the contribution made by the manuscript and its application importance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the text seems to be scientifically valid. The authors provide a proper summary of evidence, concede uncertainties and provide balanced descriptions of potential to sequester carbon incorporated into various agro forestry systems. The description of the carbon processes in the soil, variability of the system, and the difficulties in measuring it are in agreement with the existing scientific knowledge.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include several recent papers. However, the manuscript could be strengthened by incorporating a few additional, high-impact studies on:

· Carbon accounting in mixed tree–crop systems (especially post-2020).

· Advances in MRV frameworks for nature-based solutions.

· Global estimates of “trees outside forests” contributions to carbon budgets.

Including such references would further situate the review within the most current literature.


	

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


	The language is understandable, technical and suitable to academic communication. The text flows well, and the technical descriptions can be read without the loss of scientific accuracy. Minor stylistic ARISING might also be advantageous to flow, although nothing seriously hinders comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It is a timely and well-constructed review that will be useful to investigators, practitioners and policymakers. The combination of ecological processes and the policy and carbon-market implication help it to be more relevant even outside of academia. An ending figure or schematic that enables summarising the main pathways and obstacles towards the scaling of agroforestry would make the manuscript more visually clear and useful in practice.
Although the manuscript is timely and deals with a central topic of importance, its synthesis of the climate-reduction potential of agroforestry represents a significant contribution, it contains a number of significant problems that must be addressed to be published. The main issues are inconsistency in evidence intensity in the agro forestry systems, lack of clarity on methodological constraints, lack of balance in addressing regional disparities and the issue of better correspondence of the biophysical results with the policy/carbon market consequences. Certain chapters would be better structured, modernisation articulated, and more up to date- especially in MRV frameworks and carbon accounting. The problems do not affect the value of the work at large, yet they need to be eliminated to enhance scientific strength and enhance integrity. Therefore, a major revision is warranted.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript does not have any ethical concerns. The study is a narrative review, works with publicly available data, and it does not entail any human or animal subjects. There is also no need of ethical approval and nothing of the text invites the question of research integrity or ethical behaviour.
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