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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important knowledge gap in understanding how different mineral fertilizer formulations influence soil organic carbon dynamics in cocoa agroecosystems, a topic of growing global relevance given the urgent need for climate-smart agriculture. Cocoa production is a major economic sector in Côte d’Ivoire, and the study provides valuable empirical evidence from a multi-year field experiment, which is relatively rare in tropical perennial crop systems. By examining both litter production and soil carbon stocks, the work contributes to a more holistic understanding of how fertilization practices affect ecosystem functioning and long-term soil health. The findings, although showing no significant short-term increase in carbon stocks, offer meaningful insights into potential early trends and reinforce the need for long-term monitoring, thereby supporting the scientific community’s efforts toward sustainable intensification and improved soil carbon management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	the title of the article is suitable. It clearly reflects the scope, focus, and core variables examined in the study, namely, mineral fertilisation and its effects on soil organic carbon stocks in cocoa-growing systems in south-western Côte d’Ivoire. The title is concise, informative, and accurately represents the content and objectives of the manuscript. No alternative title is necessary.
	

	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.


	I find the abstract generally comprehensive, as it clearly presents the background, objective, methodology, key findings, and overall implications of the study. However, there are a few areas where clarity and completeness could be improved. First, the abstract would benefit from a clearer statement of the research gap or rationale, specifically explaining why assessing mineral fertilisation effects on soil carbon in cocoa systems is scientifically important. Additionally, while the results are well summarized, the abstract could be strengthened by briefly explaining the possible reasons for the lack of statistically significant differences among treatments. Finally, the conclusion could be made more impactful by explicitly linking the findings to broader themes such as sustainable cocoa production, soil carbon management, or climate-smart agriculture. Overall, the abstract is solid but could be refined to enhance its clarity, coherence, and contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I consider the manuscript to be scientifically sound overall. The experimental design, a randomized complete block with four treatments and four replicates, is appropriate for assessing fertiliser effects on soil carbon and litter production in cocoa systems. The methods for measuring soil organic carbon stocks, bulk density, and litterfall follow established protocols and are supported by relevant citations, which strengthens the scientific validity of the study. The statistical analyses are correctly applied, and the interpretation of results is generally consistent with current scientific understanding of soil carbon dynamics in tropical perennial crops.

However, a few areas could be improved to enhance scientific rigor. The manuscript would benefit from clearer justification of the three-year duration of the study, especially given that soil carbon changes are known to occur slowly. Additionally, greater discussion of potential confounding factors, such as initial soil variability, previous land-use history, or microclimatic differences among sites, would strengthen the robustness of the conclusions. Despite these minor issues, the overall scientific approach is coherent, well executed, and adequately supports the findings presented.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I find that the references used in the manuscript are generally sufficient and include many recent and relevant sources, particularly those published within the last decade. The authors appropriately cite foundational works on soil carbon dynamics, cocoa agroforestry systems, fertilisation practices, and methodological guidelines for carbon stock assessment. The inclusion of several recent studies (2020–2023) strengthens the manuscript and demonstrates engagement with current scientific discourse.

However, the reference list could be further enhanced by incorporating a few additional recent studies that address long-term soil carbon responses to mineral fertilisation and nutrient management in tropical perennial systems. For example, integrating more literature from West African cocoa systems, particularly studies on nutrient cycling, carbon sequestration, and soil fertility restoration, would provide a stronger regional context. The manuscript might also benefit from referencing meta-analyses or global reviews on mineral fertiliser impacts on soil organic carbon beyond temperate systems. Overall, the references are adequate, but adding a few complementary recent sources would improve the depth and completeness of the literature support.


	

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


	I find that the overall language quality of the manuscript is acceptable for scholarly communication, but several areas require improvement to ensure clarity, precision, and academic flow. The manuscript is generally understandable, and the scientific content is conveyed adequately; however, there are recurring issues with grammar, sentence structure, and punctuation that occasionally make certain sections less clear. Some sentences are overly long or complex, and a few terminology choices could be refined to enhance readability and consistency.

I recommend a careful language edit to correct grammatical errors, improve transitions between ideas, and strengthen the clarity of explanations, particularly in the Introduction and Discussion sections. A professional language review or thorough revision by a fluent English speaker with scientific writing experience would greatly enhance the manuscript’s readability and overall presentation. Despite these issues, the language is manageable and does not obscure the scientific meaning.


	

	Optional/General comments


	I consider this manuscript to be a valuable contribution to ongoing discussions on sustainable cocoa production and soil carbon management in tropical agroecosystems. The multi-site, multi-year experimental approach provides meaningful insights, and the authors should be commended for conducting field-based research that is often logistically difficult. However, the manuscript would benefit from improved clarity in the presentation of results, including more explicit comparisons among treatments and clearer linkages between litterfall trends and carbon stock dynamics. Figures and tables could also be refined for greater readability.

Additionally, expanding the discussion to more explicitly relate the findings to broader climate-smart agriculture strategies and long-term soil restoration practices would enhance the manuscript’s relevance. Finally, addressing minor language issues and improving the flow of the manuscript will strengthen its overall impact. Despite these suggestions, the study presents useful and timely findings that will interest researchers, practitioners, and policymakers working on soil health and sustainable cocoa systems.


	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Mohamed khalfan Mohamed, Abdulrahman Al-Sumait University, Tanzania 
