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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 
 

 
-Literature reviewed is rather insufficient. Principle information as protein 
requirement of tested specie or related one should be provided and discussed. 
-Experimental planning is in doubt. There were two factors tested in this study. I 
believe CRD is not appropriate statistical analysis, but factorial. 
-Feed intake should be discussed in feeding trial. This will provide whether or not 
palatability is a factor or not. Feeding at 5% with the assumption of all food was 
taken up by fish. 
 

 
All comment already added to manuscript. Thank you for your advice 
 
The experimental design use Compeletely Random Design (CRD), because 
only using one variable treatment : D/E Ratio 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

-Discussion should be related to important information of the experiment stated above. 
-Spelling error was found throughout the manuscript 
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