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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 Line 59. Stones and dirt should not be fed to
animals. What does this sentence mean?
Line 66. Indicate how much of each nutrient was
supplied per kg of diet fed.
Line 72. How long were the rabbits fed the
experimental diets?
Line 97. Move this earlier in the manuscript. You
had to analyse RKSM before formulation diets, so
change this to Table 1.
Line 103. Generally the level of significance that is
used is P<0.05. I recommend re-evaluating your
results using P<0.05. Line 184 states that up to 10%
RKSM can be used in diets. By looking at the
performance results, I think that number should
only be 5% of the diet. Maybe if results were
statistically re-analyzed, the numbers in other
tables would also indicate the largest amount that
can safely be used is 5%.
Table 2. What are the units for anti-nutrients? I
doubt that they are %.
Table 3. Should Avg wt gain be Avg daily wt gain?
The FCR is really small. Shouldn’t that number be
closer to 3.5 or 4?
Table 4. NFE, 73.89. Should this have a
superscript?
Table 5. Remove the T1-T5 headings and replace
with 0-20% headings. Be consistent with the
remainder of the manuscript. This also applies to
lines 167-175. The live weights of the 0-10%
treatments are about 400 g lower than in Table 3.
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Why is that? The rabbits you selected may not be
representative of the rabbits in each treatment.
For liver, there is a ns superscript but different
letters on mans. Which is it? Based on the SEM
cecal wt should be show significant differences.
Line 167. Isn’t this manuscript about rabbits?
Line 174. Doesn’t agree with Table 5.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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