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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community as it provides valuable insights into the productivity of tomato varieties in hydroponic systems, particularly in Côte d'Ivoire. Given the growing demand for tomatoes and the constraints on arable land, the findings offer a sustainable alternative for urban and peri-urban agriculture. The above study makes contributions to optimizing hydroponic techniques of cultivation through yield and quality variations in F1 Mongal and F1 Lindo varieties, contributing to food security and minimizing fertilizer and pesticide use. Additionally, the results support the development of efficient agricultural practices that would suit the tropical areas.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes , Suitable 
	

	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 broad but could be improved on: 

1. Adding statistical significance to further validate results. 

2. Adding future research implications regarding hydroponics and sustainability.

3. Emphasizing the environmental benefits of having reduced pesticide and fertilizer usage. 

4. Omitting minor differences in height as it tends to make the summary less concise.

5. Key take-home messages, like how F1 Mongal gives the highest yield and is very appropriate for hydroponics in Côte d'Ivoire, are explained.

An abstract that would be more defined includes productivity, sustainability, and hydroponic tomato farming as its practical application.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct with a well-structured study, clear results, and relevant literature. Some minor improvements are needed:  

1. Clarify statistical significance and interpretation of p-values.  

2. Justify nutrient solution choice  in the methodology.  

3. Mention economic and environmental impacts  of hydroponics.  

4. Enhance discussion by comparing results with global studies.  

5. Refine language  for conciseness and clarity.

The study is solid, but it would benefit from slight refinements for better clarity and impact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are  sufficient and relevant  with recent studies (2019–2024) and a strong focus on Côte d'Ivoire. However, improvements can be made by:  

1. Adding global studies  on hydroponic tomato production.

2. Addition of more references on hydroponic nutrient management.

3. Incorporating research  on the economic and environmental sustainability of hydroponics.  

Suggestion : In References include works of    Sonneveld & Voogt (2009), Resh (2022), and Savvas & Gruda (2018) on hydroponics and plant nutrition.
	

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


	The language is  appropriate for scholarly communication  but minor improvement is required:  

1. Grammar and awkward phrasing corrections

2. Streamline repetitive sentences for conciseness.

3. Technical Terminology: Ensure Consistency

4. Clarify statistical interpretations.

The manuscript seems to be adequately written although it lacks a few refinements to make it clear and accurate.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Suitable for publication after revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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