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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.


	a. This manuscript provides a valuable contribution to the understanding of traditional cocoa-based agroforestry systems in Central-West Côte d’Ivoire by jointly addressing floristic diversity, ecosystem services, and household food security. 

b. The integration of ecological inventories with ethnobotanical surveys and food security assessment offers a comprehensive, interdisciplinary perspective that is still limited in West African agroforestry literature. 

c. The study generates location-specific evidence that can inform sustainable cocoa production strategies, biodiversity conservation, and rural development policies.
d.  Findings are particularly relevant in the context of climate change adaptation and the promotion of resilient food systems in cocoa-growing regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate.
	

	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 comprehensive and well structured.
Mention the policy or management implications of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	a. The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodological framework is appropriate and well aligned with the research objectives. The use of standardized floristic indices (Shannon, Simpson, Pielou), recognized ethnobotanical methods, and WFP food security indicators ensures methodological rigor. Data analysis is coherent, and results are logically interpreted in relation to existing literature. 
b. Minor improvements could be made by clarifying certain methodological thresholds and ensuring consistency in units and terminology.
c. In results section 2.3 and 3.1. subsections should not be underlined.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and largely up to date.
Few more recent references can be added.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Statistical tests (e.g., Kruskal–Wallis) are reported, but their ecological or socio-economic significance is not always clearly explained. The manuscript would benefit from a more explicit discussion of what these significant differences mean in practical terms for agroforestry management and household resilience.
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