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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.


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into the carbon sequestration potential of urban green spaces in Yamoussoukro, a region where such data remain scarce and fragmented. By combining floristic diversity assessments with allometric biomass estimations, the study contributes important baseline information for understanding how vegetation structure and species composition influence carbon storage in rapidly urbanizing tropical cities. The findings offer practical guidance for urban planners and environmental managers seeking to optimize climate-mitigation strategies through informed species selection and green-space management. Overall, the manuscript fills a notable knowledge gap and represents a meaningful contribution to urban ecology and climate-resilience research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Carbon Stock and Floristic Diversity of Green Spaces in Yamoussoukro,” is generally suitable because it reflects the two main objectives of the manuscript: (1) assessing floristic diversity and (2) estimating carbon stocks in urban green spaces. It is concise and scientifically relevant.

However, the title could be improved to more clearly emphasize urban ecology, carbon sequestration, and the specific geographic focus. The manuscript also highlights the influence of vegetation structure and species composition, which is not reflected in the current title.

Suggested Alternative Titles

Here are a few stronger, more specific alternatives:

1. “Floristic Diversity, Vegetation Structure, and Carbon Storage in Urban Green Spaces of Yamoussoukro, Côte d’Ivoire”

2. “Assessing Carbon Sequestration and Woody Species Diversity in the Urban Green Spaces of Yamoussoukro”

3. “Carbon Stock Variation in Relation to Floristic Composition in Yamoussoukro’s Public Green Spaces”

4. “Urban Green Spaces as Carbon Reservoirs: Floristic Diversity and Biomass Patterns in Yamoussoukro”


	

	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 provides a clear overview of the study’s objectives, methods, main findings, and conclusions. It correctly highlights floristic diversity, carbon stock estimation, and the influence of vegetation structure on carbon sequestration. Overall, it is informative and aligned with the manuscript’s content.

However, several important elements are missing or could be improved to enhance clarity and scientific completeness:

Suggested Improvements

1. Include explicit numerical details about species richness and distribution.
For example, mention that 24 woody species were recorded, dominated by introduced species (77%).

2. Clarify methodological details.
The abstract mentions the use of allometric equations but does not specify the main equation or the criteria for plot selection. A brief mention of plot size (20 × 20 m) or the number of plots (26) would strengthen transparency.

3. Report variability more precisely.
The abstract states that significant variations exist among sites but could benefit from a clear contrast (e.g., lowest vs. highest carbon stock values).

4. Highlight key ecological implications.
The final sentence could be expanded to clarify why these results matter for urban planning, biodiversity management, or climate mitigation.

5. Remove redundant phrases and improve conciseness.
Some statements repeat similar ideas (e.g., “carbon sequestration depends less on total area than on vegetation structure”), which can be combined for brevity.

Suggested Revised Abstract 

“This study assessed the floristic diversity and carbon storage capacity of four major urban green spaces in Yamoussoukro using 26 plots of 400 m² and allometric equations for biomass estimation. A total of 24 woody species belonging to 22 genera and 13 families were recorded, with introduced species representing 77% of individuals. Carbon stocks ranged from 35.1 to 130 t/ha, with the highest values associated with sites containing larger basal areas and mature trees. The findings demonstrate that vegetation structure and species composition—rather than green-space size—are the primary determinants of carbon sequestration in the city. These results underscore the importance of informed species selection and structural management to optimize the climate-regulating functions of urban green spaces.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the methods used (floristic inventory, structural analysis, and allometric biomass estimation) are standard and appropriate for urban ecology and carbon-stock studies.
Scientifically Correct Aspects

1. Use of standard allometric equations
Application of Chave et al. (2014) for aboveground biomass is scientifically valid and widely used in tropical forest research.

2. Use of 400 m² plots and DBH ≥ 10 cm criteria
These are appropriate for woody flora assessments and align with established ecological protocols.

3. Carbon estimation methods follow IPCC guidelines
The manuscript consistently applies IPCC (2003, 2006) equations and conversion factors, which enhances methodological reliability.

4. Interpretation of carbon stock drivers
The conclusion that vegetation structure and species composition influence carbon storage more than area is consistent with current scientific understanding.
The study is fundamentally scientifically correct, uses valid methods, and the results are plausible.
However, several methodological clarifications and minor analytical corrections are needed to ensure transparency and strengthen the scientific credibility of the findings.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant to the study’s objectives—floristic diversity, allometric biomass estimation, and carbon stock assessment in tropical regions.
	

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


	Overall, the manuscript is written in understandable English, and the authors successfully communicate the objectives, methods, and findings. However, the language quality is not yet fully suitable for scholarly publication. Several issues affect clarity, readability, and academic tone.
The English quality is acceptable for initial review, but it is not yet suitable for publication without substantial language editing.
A thorough professional English proofreading or revision by a native-level academic editor is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and under-studied topic concerning carbon storage and floristic diversity in urban green spaces of Yamoussoukro. The research contributes valuable baseline data for understanding the ecological functioning of urban vegetation in a rapidly developing tropical city. The overall structure of the paper is coherent, and the methodological framework aligns with internationally accepted standards (IPCC, Chave et al., etc.).

However, several aspects of the manuscript would benefit from additional refinement. The English language requires significant editing to improve clarity and scholarly tone. Some methodological details (plot distribution, justification of allometric models, handling of high variance in carbon stock estimates) need clearer explanation to enhance scientific transparency. With these revisions, the study has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to urban ecology and carbon management research.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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