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Compulsory 
REVISION 
comments 
 

 
1. In abstract it was cited Eighty bulls in experim ent. In material 

and methods it was cited Eighteen bulls. What is it  right? 
 

 

Minor  REVISION 
comments 
 

1. It would be interesting add in title the animals of the study. 
Sugestion: 

“Ranking on Chemical Composition, Feed Intake, Digestibility, Production 
Performance and Cost of 
Production of Sole Moringa oleifera with Other Available Roughages in 
bulls feeding” 
 

2. In table 1, if the results are in percentage, it´s not necessary put 
g/100 g DM in title. 

3. Put subtitles in table 1. 
4. Put subtitles in table 2 (acronyms). 
5. In line 158: Put % in all values. 
6. In line 158: the results of digestability cited in this line were another 

study? If yes, put they in discussion, not in results. 
7. In lines 165 and 166: The efficiency conversion is it respectively? I 

look oposite, so, write more clearly. 
8. Put subtitles in all tables. 

 

Optional /General  
comments 

  

 
 
Reviewer Details:  
 
Name: Vanessa de Oliveira Ribeiro  
Department, University & Country Instituto para Medicina da Conservação – Tríade, Br azil  
 


