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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

Introduction

Grammar is very week with several sentences that are too long, with mistakes and
confusing ideas. Some are mentioned below, with line indicated.

Paragraphs structure should be revised. For instance connection among sentences and
opening sentences are not always appropriate. Those leads to paragraphs without
a clear message and overall an unclear idea of where the research is leading.

The objective of this work is not a novelty as it's a simple validation of models done in
another work. Moreover, it's not clear if validation of other models to evaluate
maize development were done in the same region; a more complete literature
review is needed.

Material and methods

Grammar and paragraphs structure is also weak and needs improvement (some
suggestions listed below, with line pointed). This section is very incomplete, with
concepts not explained or not clear.

No reference to the statistical analysis that authors used is done.

It is not clear how the data for validation was created; there is no information about it.

Results

The format of the tables need revision. Tables are difficult to read and with missing
description about column and line heads.

The description of the results in table 1 are not clear. Authors make comments about “the
model”, however, it's not always clear what model refers too. It makes mainly
reference to TEMP and little reference to the rest. Also, not clear what are the
differences among table 1 and 2; headlines are the same.

Sixteen tables presented are excessive; please consider eliminating data not strictly
necessary. For most of the tables, there is almost not description, the authors just
present the tables expecting the reader to understand a very complicated and long
list of tables.

Discussion

In this section, also grammar and paragraphs structure is very weak. The sentences are
long and confusing without clear ideas.

Overall, the discussion in very poor, without clear discussion about how these information
contrast with other studies, and most importantly, what adds and/ or how can this
knowledge be used.

Added to the long list of tables without description, the manuscript don’t provide a
discussion and again the reader can’t take any message from this study.

Minor REVISION comments

Title
It could be shorter and simpler; for example: Validation models of time to flowering for
maize in West and Central Africa.

Comments on lines:
14. Repeats “maize being important”
18. Use acronyms for West and Central Africa
23-26. This classification of indices is not clear; it mixes systems to classify duration of
development stages (i.e. CHU, GTI, GDD), with development stages to be
measured (i.e., flowering and maturity).
26. Missing space after “[10]".
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29. Means days to silking instead of “silking date™?

32. Needs to define “1/f”

37. Change “has” by “have”.

37-39. Sentence too long and confusing.

39-41. Sentence is confusing; please revise.

42-43. It is not clear if several models will be validated or just the ones proposed by
authors in [20].

57. It is not clear what flowering refers to; is it average of days to tasseling, anthesis and
silking?

58. Not clear what time of development P refers to.

58. Should explain what heat units are and how where they calculated.

Optional/General comments
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