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Compulsory REVISION 
comments 
 

The Statistical Tools used were just ANOVA and DMRT at 5% and 
concluded no significant differences. How about testing for 
equality of variances (like Levene’s Test)? Did your data satisfy 
the Assumptions Underlying the Analysis of Variance? How 
about the Trend Analysis? to check the effect of the increasing 
amount of TSSM. 
 
On “Table 1. Composition of experimental diets,” the amount of 
Maize and Soybean decreases from 41.01 (T1) to 34.40 (T5) and 
20.00 (T1) to 16.60 (T5), respectively. However, the determined 
analysis (or is it computed analysis?) of Crude protein (CP) 
varies, specifically T4 with 18.90%. Why?  
 
Please state in the paper that the experiment was conducted with 
permission from your Institutional Ethics Committee. 
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