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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.
	This manuscript is important because it provides useful experimental evidence on how feeding systems influence growth, carcass characteristics, and meat quality in captive grasscutters, a species with growing importance for sustainable livestock production in West Africa.
	



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)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and appropriate, as it directly identifies the two feeding systems being compared and the major outcomes assessed, namely growth performance and carcass characteristics in grasscutters. 

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive, covering the study objective, experimental design, animals and treatments, major findings with statistical significance, and the main conclusion.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The keywords are appropriate and directly reflect the species, feeding systems, and major study outcomes, making the article easy to identify and retrieve in relevant scientific literature. 

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The background is sufficient and well organized, clearly establishing the importance of grasscutter production, existing feeding limitations, relevant nutritional evidence, and the specific research gap addressed by the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The research hypothesis and objectives are clearly stated and logically aligned with the study design, focusing on the effects of the two feeding systems on growth performance, carcass characteristics, and meat quality traits.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 – Good
The literature cited is relevant to grasscutter nutrition and related rabbit research, and includes recent references up to 2026. 

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 – Good
The methodology is appropriate for comparing the two feeding systems, with random allocation, individual housing, controlled feeding, weekly growth measurements, carcass evaluation, and suitable statistical testing. 

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 – Good
The manuscript appropriately addresses animal welfare by stating that the animals were stunned before slaughter and that the procedures followed the AVMA Guidelines for the Euthanasia of Animals.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The results are presented clearly through growth figures, average daily gain data, carcass measurements, and statistical comparisons, with tables and figures supporting the interpretation.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Rating: 4 – Good
The tables and figures are relevant and generally clear, effectively presenting growth patterns, average daily gain, and carcass characteristics.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The discussion relates the major findings to relevant previous studies on grasscutter nutrition and rabbit production, and provides plausible nutritional and physiological explanations for the observed differences.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The conclusions are well supported by the reported results, showing that the pelleted diet improved growth performance, carcass characteristics, and selected meat quality traits. 

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
The study does not explicitly discuss its limitations in a separate section, although the authors acknowledge the need for further studies on feed costs, feed conversion efficiency, and different energy and protein levels.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 – Good
The references are relevant to the study and adequately support the background, methodology, discussion, and interpretation of the findings, with several recent and species-related sources included.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 – Good
The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable scientific language, with a logical flow from the introduction through the discussion and conclusion.

	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	YES. The title is clear, specific, and suitable for the study, as it accurately reflects the comparison of feeding systems and the main outcomes evaluated.
	

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

	YES. The abstract is comprehensive, as it clearly presents the study objective, design, methodology, major results, statistical significance, and conclusion. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, with the experimental design, measurements, statistical analysis, and conclusions generally consistent with the study objectives and reported results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	YES. The references are generally sufficient and include several recent and relevant studies, including a 2026 grasscutter nutrition study.
	

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

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

	NO. No major ethical issues are evident from the manuscript. Animal welfare during slaughter is addressed, with stunning procedures stated to follow the AVMA Guidelines. 
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