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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is a topical subject concerning the inventory of plant communities whose ecosystem services are multifaceted, encompassing regulation, provisioning, and support. Unfortunately, the author does not highlight the importance of the main plant varieties identified, nor the three species he identifies as being on the IUCN list. Take care to highlight the importance of these plants in relation to, at the very least, microclimates, local wildlife conservation, and their medicinal and cultural significance for the local population, who must also be aware of what they stand to lose with the extinction of the area's major species.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

      2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
     3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
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PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

Vegetation composition and Floristic Diversity  of Zuenoula Department (Central  western of Ivory Coast) 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
                               Objective:
The aim of this study is to inventory the plant composition and floristic diversity of Zuenoula Department, central-Western of Ivory Coast.
Methodology:
The study area is………., located between (add the geographic coordinates, including the total area of forest cover, and area of virgin and degraded forest)…Floristic inventories were carried out by combining plot survey and itinerant survey methods. We established 3 plots measuring 25m² across the virgin forest area, and 3 plots measuring 25m² wide in the degraded forest, totalling of……m. Within each forest canopy, the plots were arranged parallel to the low ground, the middle, and the edge…After say how you organised itinerant survey… After say how you. Then explain how you collected the data in each plot (tool and methods), and how the collected data was processed in the laboratory before classification and compilation into species, genera and families…
Results:
The studies identifies 332 plants species…
Conclusion and discussion:
These results show…
Keywords: Vegetation composition, floristic diversity, Zuenoula Department.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Regarding the methodology, be clear and concise. Clearly define your study area, the total area of ​​dense forest cover, and the area of ​​degraded cover. Create a map highlighting the plots in virgin forest and those in degraded forest cover to provide a spatial understanding of their distribution. Explain in detail how you conducted the botanical surveys (tools, methods) in each area, and how you subsequently processed the data in the laboratory before classifying them (species, genera, families). Also explain how you organized your mobile survey method across the different forest facies (dense and degraded). You must also explain the analysis that led you to develop the chorology of these stands. Do not simply cite an author, but explain how their method was beneficial to your work. Avoid remaining theoretical.
You will subsequently obtain results that will follow in proportion to the methodological aspect and will facilitate the organization of your discussion.
You must also highlight the limitations of the study.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	

YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	

NO
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