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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 

 

The author could not specify the control group in the 

experimental design and in the text. He simply wrote 

a completely randomized design. Without a defined 

control group, compares   and inferences are 

impossible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The elephant grass (Pennisetum purpureum 

Schum.) Is a grass species with high biomass 

production, and commonly used for silage 

production. However, it has high moisture 

content and insufficient soluble carbohydrates in 

the vegetative stage, which often results in 

fermentation of Clostridium (Yahaya et al., 

2004). Moreover, its low crude protein (Yunus et 

al., 2000) and high levels of structural 

carbohydrates (Zhang et al, 2011.; Bureenok et 

al., 2012) resultando no baixo valor nutritivo 

silagem. Given the characteristics of the plant 

presents, and the necessary conditions in silage 

production, makes it impossible to be used 

without any additives. For this reason, not use a 

control treatment. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

Minor corrections as indicated in the text should be 

effected. 

 

 

 

 

 

Accepted corrections text  as requested 
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Optional/General comments 

 

 

It is a preliminary research work. More work should be 

done before you can develop a predictive formular. 

 

 

 

Reformulated the conclusion justifying  that, 

because it is a preliminary investigation, the 

results may give support for in arise the 

prediction equations. 

 

 

 


