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Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
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Compulsory REVISION comments

The manuscript is accepted with minor changes. It has scientific quality and good support statistical. The
parameters evaluated are adequate. Only few errors were founded during the revision.

Title:
Is ok

Abstract:
Is ok, only line 11 write Northern and line 19 write Control yield (5972 kg/ha).

Introduction:

Write the economic importance of corn production in Cote divoire. (Annual production, production value
and acreage).

Line 41. Write South. Line 56 write kg/ha not Kg/ha.

Materials and methods:

Line 69. Write North and West.

Section 2.3. Fertilizer products (Lines 89 to 97) is repetitive with 2.4. Methods (lines 106 to 110).
In this type of experiment is very necessary write the chemical and physical properties of the soil.

Results:
Is ok. Tables 1, 2 and 3 are clear and good explication.
Improve Figure 1.

Discussion:
Is ok. Only line 294 reference Vilain, 1997 is lacking inside reference list. Check.
Line 400. The reference is Grantz et al. or Grant et al. Check.

Conclusion:
Is ok.
References:
Is ok.
Minor REVISION comments
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