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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	General Evaluation:

The manuscript addresses an important and relevant topic — the role of agroforestry in enhancing climate change resilience among smallholder farmers in the Philippines. The abstract is clear and gives a good overview of the paper’s purpose. However, several sections of the manuscript need significant improvement to meet publication standards.

Specific Comments:

Abstract: The abstract is clear and provides an understandable summary of what the paper discusses.

Introduction: The introduction is written in a general way and lacks a clear research problem statement. It does not explain how the problem will be addressed or which methods will be used by the researcher.

Methodology: This section mainly summarizes other researchers’ studies without presenting any original methodological approach or data analysis. There is no description of data collection, study area, or sampling process.

Results and Analysis: The analysis is very limited. The paper makes minimal use of figures, tables, and graphs, which reduces the clarity and strength of the findings.

Discussion: The discussion section is missing. The manuscript does not compare the obtained results with other related studies or explain their significance.

Conclusion: The conclusion only restates the general problem and provides a summary of existing knowledge without reflecting the author’s own insights or findings.

References: The references are recent and formatted correctly; however, some inconsistencies were noticed. For example, the citation “Galang & Vaughter, 2020” in the introduction refers to an article published in Asian Journal of Agriculture and Development (Vol. 17, Issue 1, pp. 89–105). The cited pages are inaccurate because the original paper spans pp. 89–108. Moreover, this single reference is used to support several sentences, which is not appropriate. Each argument should be supported by a specific source.

Recommendation:

Major Revision (the author should provide clear methodological details, and proper discussion of results).

The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic concerning the relationship between climatic factors and agricultural productivity. The paper demonstrates a solid understanding of the field and contains useful insights for regional agricultural adaptation strategies. However, there are still some weaknesses that should be considered before making a final decision.

The main concerns relate to the limited methodological explanation and insufficient statistical validation of results. While the conceptual framework is clear, the analysis section requires stronger justification of the selected indicators and more discussion on the uncertainty of the data used.

Overall, the paper has the potential to make a valuable contribution after substantial revision. I recommend considering it for publication only after major revisions are made to improve methodological rigor and strengthen the connection between the results and the stated objectives.
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