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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
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	4
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Major Concern: The significant reduction in protein content between the control and treatment diets (19.56% vs. 11.63% for A25) despite identical soy meal inclusion levels (24%) is unexplained. This suggests either a calculation error, a problem with the chemical analysis, or the bagasse containing an unexpectedly high moisture content affecting dry matter calculations. The authors must clarify this discrepancy.
Methodological Clarity: The experimental design states three replicates per group (30 birds each), but data are presented as N=90 per treatment. It's unclear if these are pooled values or means of replicates. The statistical analysis should account for the experimental unit (replicate cage, not individual bird).
Interpretation: The conclusion that the 25% inclusion rate "had a positive effect on feed conversion" is misleading when the final body weight was significantly lower than the control group. The comparable feed conversion ratio (FCR) is due to compensatory feed intake rather than improved efficiency.
Statistical Analysis: The use of Student's t-test without indicating whether it's paired or unpaired, and without consideration of multiple comparison corrections, is problematic. The manuscript should specify which test was used and why ANOVA wasn't employed for multiple group comparisons.
Chemical Analysis: The metabolisable energy values in Table 3 appear unusually low for poultry feed. The control diet at 2,757 kcal/kg is below typical broiler starter diet requirements, and treatment diets (~2,365 kcal/kg) are severely energy-deficient. This substantial energy difference should be a primary focus of the discussion.
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	NO
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
	


Reviewer details:

Temesgen Roro, Holeta Polytecchnic College, Ethiopia



Page 4 of 4
V240326


