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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 titled "Research Progress on the National Greening Program in the Philippines: A Review" is a significant contribution to the scientific community for several reasons. First, it provides a comprehensive and timely synthesis of peer-reviewed research on one of the largest reforestation initiatives in Southeast Asia, addressing both ecological and socio-political dimensions of forest restoration. By systematically reviewing 22 Scopus-indexed publications and organizing findings into thematic areas such as remote sensing, governance, community participation, and biodiversity, the paper fills a critical gap in the fragmented literature surrounding the National Greening Program (NGP). Furthermore, it provides evidence-based recommendations that are crucial for enhancing future reforestation strategies in developing contexts, making it a valuable resource for scholars, practitioners, and policymakers involved in sustainable land management and climate change mitigation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	the title “Research Progress on the National Greening Program in the Philippines: A Review” is suitable. It reflects the content, scope, and nature of the manuscript as a literature review that evaluates scholarly work related to the National Greening Program (NGP).

However, if a more specific or impactful alternative is desired, here are two suggestions:

1. “A Decade of Reforestation: A Systematic Review of the National Greening Program in the Philippines (2011–2024)”

2. “Evaluating the National Greening Program in the Philippines: A Thematic Review of Policy, Practice, and 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.


	the abstract of the article is generally comprehensive and well-structured, effectively summarizing the background, scope, methodology, major findings, and key recommendations related to the National Greening Program (NGP) in the Philippines.
Suggested Improvements:

1. Clarify the time frame of the review – The abstract mentions the range 2014 to 2024 indirectly; consider specifying it more clearly (e.g., “This review covers literature published between 2014 and 2024…”).

2. Quantitative reference to reviewed sources – The phrase "22 peer-reviewed documents" could be made more impactful by briefly stating their significance (e.g., “22 peer-reviewed studies forming the core evidence base…”).

3. Remove less relevant detail – The sentence mentioning "seedling standards" could be reworded or simplified to focus on broader ecological integrity, unless space allows.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. It demonstrates a sound understanding of the National Greening Program (NGP) in the Philippines and employs a systematic approach to reviewing peer-reviewed literature
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	the references used in the manuscript are sufficient, relevant, and largely recent. The review draws upon 22 Scopus-indexed studies from 2014 to 2024, which is appropriate for the paper’s stated time frame. Additionally, the authors incorporate government reports, policy documents, and technical publications from institutions such as the DENR, PhilSA, and COA, providing a robust and multi-source foundation for analysis.
Suggestions:

To further strengthen the manuscript, the authors may consider:

1. Including a few global comparative studies on large-scale reforestation or community-based forestry to contextualize the NGP experience within broader international practices. 

2. Referencing critical frameworks or reviews on ecosystem restoration best practices, 
	

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


	the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript demonstrates:

· Clear and formal academic tone, appropriate for a peer-reviewed journal.

· Logical organization and consistent use of terminology across sections.

· Technical accuracy in describing methods, themes, and findings.

Minor Issues Noted:

· A few long or dense sentences could be simplified to enhance readability.

· Some transitions between paragraphs could be smoother, especially when shifting between thematic areas.

· Occasional redundancies or wordiness (e.g., repeated emphasis on “persistent challenges”) could be trimmed for conciseness.

These are minor editorial issues and do not affect the scientific content or clarity of the argument.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive review of research related to the Philippine National Greening Program (NGP), one of the largest reforestation initiatives in Southeast Asia. It is well-structured, thematically organized, and grounded in an extensive set of peer-reviewed and policy-relevant sources. The study makes a significant contribution by synthesizing fragmented literature and identifying key gaps in implementation, governance, and ecological practice.

The integration of remote sensing, policy analysis, community participation, and biodiversity considerations offers a holistic perspective that is both academically rigorous and policy-relevant. The conclusions are well supported by evidence, and the recommendations are practical and forward-looking.

Minor improvements in language flow and a few additional global references could enhance the manuscript further. Overall, this is a valuable and scientifically sound review that will benefit researchers, practitioners, and policymakers working on forest restoration, environmental governance, and sustainable development
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