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Compulsory REVISION 

comments 

Lines 48 and 96: include a reference to show that the soils are 

Alfisols and Ultisols 
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Line 19: words soil test can be replaced by soil analysis 

Line 114: Land preparation was done by hand (clarify, is it hand 

hoeing?) 

Line 139: Check if harvesting maize at onset of physiological 
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