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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.


	This manuscript addresses a relevant gap in silviculture by evaluating the vegetative propagation of teak (Tectona grandis) using stump methods under different substrates, growing conditions, and NPK fertilizer levels. The work contributes to improving nursery practices in tropical forestry, particularly for enhancing the success of reforestation programs in regions like Côte d'Ivoire. Given the depletion of natural teak stands and the increasing reliance on plantation-grown teak, optimizing propagation techniques is essential. The study provides practical, data-driven insights for forest managers and nursery operators.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is informative and reflects the experimental scope and objectives.

Current Title:
Influence of substrates, growing conditions and N-P-K (15-15-15) in the production of Teak plants Tectona grandis Linn.f., Verbenaceae from stumps, Daloa (Haut Sassandra, Côte d'Ivoire)
Suggested Alternative (for improved clarity):
Effect of Substrate, Growing Conditions, and NPK Fertilization on Stump-Based Propagation of Teak (Tectona grandis) in Daloa, Côte d'Ivoire

	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is mostly comprehensive. However, improvements are suggested:

· Include the objective more explicitly in the first or second sentence.

· Quantify more comparative data points (e.g., "the best bud break rate of 93.33% was recorded...").

· Clarify the experimental design type briefly (e.g., split-plot with factorial arrangement).

· Avoid redundancy like “teak is highly prized” twice in a short abstract.

Suggested addition:
Mention that decomposed sawdust was more effective than coffee parchment and that optimal results were achieved at specific NPK concentrations for different parameters.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate design (split-plot), well-described factors, and meaningful conclusions. The analysis and interpretation align with the results presented. The manuscript reflects good experimental practice.

However:

· Better justification of the NPK dose range is recommended.

· Consider discussing long-term implications or possible field validation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· References are mostly relevant, but some are outdated (pre-2000).

· More recent studies (post-2015) on teak propagation, especially using NPK or alternative substrates in West African contexts, would enhance the manuscript’s relevance.

Suggested Additions:
· Include recent literature from journals such as New Forests, Agroforestry Systems, Forest Ecology and Management.
	

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


	· The manuscript is readable but needs minor to moderate English language editing for scholarly publication. Several areas contain non-scientific phrasing, redundancy, or informal expressions. Examples include:

· "Open air was the best growing condition..." → could be rephrased as "Open-air conditions yielded the most favorable results..."

· Avoid repetitive use of "our results are in agreement with..."

Consider professional proofreading or language editing.
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