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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1) The topics covered in the article are innovative. 
2) But the English used in not easy to read. 
3) The introduction doen’t present the problem very well. By the way there are 

many studies in the sub region which can be consulted. 
4) The materiel and method section is not clear in general, there are some 

pictures with French annotations. 
5) The carbon and nitrogen analysis method are old and not longer reliable. 

And the mineralization method was not explain clearly. 
6) The name of the plant must be write in italique in all the text. 
7) Figure 2 must be in the materiel and method section not in the results. 
8) The statistical method part already explains the results 
9) With n = 4, I am surprised with the SE so low, which means that we cannot 

differentiate the types of composts. 
10) The results presented as such do not allow an appreciation of the work. 

There are far too many mistakes in the text. 
11) The discussion should be approached on case-by-case basis as for the 

results. Moreover there is not enough comparison with other similar works. It 
is not well written. 

12) A part of the conclusion should be in the discussion/ therefore the 
conclusion is insufficient 
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