
Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Animal and Veterinary Sciences 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRAVS_151964

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Growth, carcass, offal, meat yield and quality of broiler chickens offered roselle (Hibiscus sabdariffa L.) calyx extracts

	Type of the Article
	Original research article




[bookmark: _ad50vtt3yndl]
	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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


	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 work is relevant as it addresses an important problem in poultry production particularly under tropical stress conditions. The current interest in phytogenic additives has also made this work a premium.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes it is suitable and properly communicates the content of the work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	It is too bulky with too many figures, percentages and abbreviated capitals. It is clustered and lacks grammatical connectivity. Please reduce it to 250-300 words.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Most of the references are old.
2. Some outlined references are not cited in the body of the work.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	Yes but it needs a lot of updating.
	

	Optional/General comments

	A. Introduction
1. Your first statement in the introduction is not “a stand alone sentence”, please complete it.
2. Literature is connected with ample authorities.
3. It has repetition of vitamin C and does not clearly define research gap.

B. Materials and Methods
1. How did You know that the RC has achieved “a constant moisture content”?. If You did something to achieve this please state it otherwise, rephrase that statement.
2. In most instances, You normally accompany were with Viz eg. “The 5 treatments were viz:”. Please remove the viz
3. You said “On arrival, ant-stress were administered to the chicks and after each weighing”. Your ”arrival”, is it day 1 or day 28? Please state clearly.
4. Your method for calculating weight gain will always produce low results. Live weight was gotten by weighing 12 birds/treatment and the mean of this can be extrapolated for better results.
5. Has a lot of repetitions, please review, harmonize and reduce.
6. The use of SAS (version 8), 2012 in 2026 is a little worrisome.

C. Results
1. In table 3, You had viability results. In Your talk of the table, You said “The viability was above 98% which is an indication that the mortality in percentage was less than 2% among the broiler chickens offered RCE”.
A. There's no discussion of viability in Your method
B. You did not report any case of mortality within Your treatment groups so why and how are You arriving at a viability result? How did You get Your viability. If there's no case of mortality in treated and untreated birds, how is this attributed to RCE?
2. Your values for weight gain in table 3 for both treated and untreated birds is a serious concern that should be revised.
3. What is the difference between final body weight and live weight in this work? In Your presentations, these weights appear different (though not stated anywhere) eg. final body weight of T1 in table 3 is 1512.80±19.19 while live weight in table 4 is 1272.39±23.00
4. In Your method, You said “Defeathered weight, eviscerated weight, weights of cut-up parts, external offal and internal offals were weighted and their proportion expressed as of the percent of live weight”.
A. Is this what is presented in table 4?
B. If what You have in Your table 4 is percentage to live weight, is the presented mean & standard deviation also percent?
C. If A & B is not the case, then Your values in table 4 are worrisome: a bird with weight of 1272.39±23.00 after defeathering will become 92.79±4.33..
5. You have several places where RC/L replaced RCE
6. Your p-values and it's relation in Your results vary; in some instances it is > and sometimes <.
7. Your results and discussion is centered on results interpretation that is burdened with too many repetitions. You present a table and explain everything in the table. Please revise to reduce the unnecessary repetitions.
8. 38% of references You used to validate Your results are not in Your introduction/literature review. This is not proper. Bring them to literature first.
9. Bring Your tables to their appropriate places both in the methods and results sections.

D. Conclusion
Your conclusion is very short and completely exclusive. Only a fifth part of the work was presented in repetitions. Please rewrite and include careful recommendations including further research focus

	











	PART  2: 


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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Yes. Animals were slaughtered.
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