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- The paper has some serious problems with the experimental design and the 

technical quality. 

- The number of threatments (subgroups) and number of birds is very low in 

order to have significant results. 

- The writing quality in the text and the tables is very poor. 

- Although the experimental diets contain cassava replacing maize, in the paper 

text (except abstract) the authors write for cassava replacements percentages 

of maize, instead of inclusion levels 

- The different diets are not isocaloric and isonitrogenous in order to be 

comparable for the birds growth results. 

- Most abbreviations are not explained and are different between text and 

tables  

- There are some typographical mistakes that show low quality of paper 

preparation and that need revision by a native English speaker. 

- The discussion of the results is very superficial and the reference list is not 

adequate. 
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