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	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 important because it synthesizes ecological, socioeconomic, and restoration perspectives on agroforestry, offering a holistic view that can guide both researchers and policymakers in the Philippines. The study is valuable as it addresses a timely issue of biodiversity conservation and sustainable land management, making it relevant for policy development, community programs, and future research directions.
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	Some General comments:

1. The article provides a clear and comprehensive overview of agroforestry and biodiversity conservation in the Philippines.
2. The organization into thematic sections (ecological, socioeconomic, and restoration) makes the content easy to follow.

3. Some parts are too descriptive; adding more critical comparisons between studies would improve the depth.

4. The research gaps are well identified, but they could be connected more closely to practical policy or community actions.

5. The writing is informative and well-referenced, but shorter paragraphs and smoother transitions would improve readability.
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