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	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 timely and socially meaningful topic by highlighting how medicinal plant diversity within cocoa agroforestry systems supports the health and well-being of local communities in Côte d’Ivoire. It provides valuable field-based evidence on medicinal plant diversity, traditional knowledge, and conservation practices embedded in everyday farming landscapes. By showing how farmers actively maintain plants for healthcare needs, the study gives a strong human dimension to agroforestry research. The work deepens our understanding of agroforestry systems as living resources for both biodiversity conservation and community resilience. Its findings are highly relevant for scientists, development planners, and policymakers working toward sustainable agriculture and rural livelihoods in West Africa
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, informative, and appropriately reflects the scope and content of the study. It effectively highlights the focus on medicinal phytodiversity, cocoa agroforestry systems, and the well-being of local communities within a clearly defined geographical area.


	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, clearly presenting the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study. Minor improvements are suggested, including correcting typographical errors (e.g., “valur”, “areless”), briefly clarifying the meaning of “traditional value” in quantitative terms, and strengthening the concluding sentence by emphasizing implications for conservation strategies and agroforestry management.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate and well described, effectively combining floristic inventories with ethnobotanical surveys. The statistical analyses are correctly applied and interpreted, and the results are logically presented and supported by figures and references. Minor inconsistencies in species grouping and repetition of some species names should be addressed for clarity.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant, incorporating both classical floras and recent studies on agroforestry and ethnobotany. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent (within the last 5–7 years) peer-reviewed literature on medicinal plant conservation in agroforestry systems, socio-ecological resilience and ecosystem services, and West African ethnobotany.


	

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


	The overall language quality is acceptable for scholarly communication, but minor English editing is required. This includes correcting grammatical and spelling errors and improving occasional awkward sentence constructions. Professional language editing is recommended to enhance clarity and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures and tables are relevant and informative but should be consistently cited in the text. Species abbreviations used in the results section (e.g., Albo, Alco) should be clearly defined in figure captions or legends. Additionally, the discussion section could be strengthened by a deeper comparison with similar studies conducted in other cocoa-producing regions.
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