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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

CF is an archaic method to evaluate the fibre content of feedstuffs why not use ADF and NDF. The
carbohydrate content in abstract is not informative because CF is carbohydrate need to elaborate which
component ( soluble vs insoluble)

Methodology

The method number is required for AOAC methods for each and every nutrient determined

It is not clear which leaves were analysed, this can have a bearing on the results.

There is no model in this study how was variance handled , its also not clear how many samples per each
plant were collected and subjected to proximate analysis

Line 107 shows that ash contents were used in the analysis of minerals, but the results section or abstract
are silent about this analysis why????

It is more appropriate to use SE instead of SD in tables that makes it easy to look at the differences between
means.

Table 1 was not introduced its just thrown in text with no explanation

Plants were collected from Ibadan, (line 88)

Ogbomoso, Oyo, Igboora, Iseyin, and Saki all in Oyo State, obviously there is bound to be a site variation in
this study which was never talked about .

Line 117 there is repetition of tabulated results in text

References are mixed up check line 219 and 222
References are not to the correct format check line 235 -237, 260, 278 and 321

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

The paper can be reorganised to meet the minimum standards if the methodology is revisited.
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