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Reviewer's comment

Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The abstract needs editing

Introduction: There are sentences such as
“The understanding of the pattern-process
and quantification of the roles and
relationships between vegetation gross
primary production, and the net effect of
GPP on potential carbon sink strength in an
agricultural and cacao-based agroforestry
system of the humid tropics.” that needs
improvement and clarity.

Methodology: Again sentences such as
“The dry weight of tree based was
estimated based on the extension
publication from the University of
Nebraska” need further more clarity.

What do the authors mean by saying
“Based on our results we conclude that
natural recruitment of cacao and other tree
species for afforestation/reforestation may
ecosystem sensitively to climate change”?
Similarly “The soil carbon and litter values
were lowest and cultivated field and varied
between 105 and 2.3 and 143 and 3.2 in the
respective.....” is not clear

There are several incomplete sentences,
and typographic errors, and would not be
clear to the readers

The tables are produced in a very confusing
manner

The conclusion can be abridged to half the
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Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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