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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

Very long Introduction. 
Line 25 to 36 .  
This sentence could be good for the discussion 
 
 
 
On the field, the experimental design was a split-plot with two 
replicates  
Why? May be you can use another design//////////////// 
Are there some contraintes ? What are these contraintes ? 
 

 
Good statistical analysis, very interesting results, but 
the discussion is too simple. 
Please the discussion must be documented. 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrected 

 

 

 

 

Split plot is the best design for this study since 

there is one  main factor the phosphate level that 

has to be separated first before the minor factor 

(genotypes) can be assigned within the main 

plots. 

 

 There are 10  references within the discussion 

section. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

No working in this topic on   2016 and 2017? 
 
 

Studies have been carried out by other authors but not 
under different phosphorus environments so can not  
be compared with this one . secondly, here we 
compare results from the same data analysed with two 
software which has not be reported before.   
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