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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 - Throughout the manuscript, various numbersare repeated in the main text that are alsopresented in the tables (for example in lines 149-152). This makes the manuscript difficult toread, and is not necessary as reference to thetables would suffice.- The authors have some difficulty with theconcept of ‘significant differences’.  Values can besignificantly different, but they cannot bestatistically significant. Only the difference canbe significant. For instance line 135. This shouldbe corrected throughout the manuscript.- I do not understand highest FCR (1.71) wasfound in group III. The FCR in group I was 1.87 inweek 6?- Figure 1 should have a proper legend- It is unclear how the measurements for table 6were done (how many slides, how many animals,how many slides per animal etc.).- It is concluded that AV/AGP/10 can result inbetter quality chicken meat for humanconsumption without any risk of residualtoxicity. However, the latter (residual toxicity inhumans) has not been studied. This conclusion istherefore illegitimate.- The list of references lacks accuracy. Severaljournal names are abbreviated while other arewritten as full. Scientist names are occasionally

We appreciate the keen observations and
valuable comments of the reviewer.The repetition of numbers in text has beenremoved.
The statistically different is replaced withsignificantly different.
1.71 is not higher but better FCR as compared toother groups as lower the value of FCR better isthe weight gain per Kg of feed consumed.
Three birds from each group (one bird from eachreplicate) were selected for intestinalmorphometry. However due to space constraintsslide of only one bird from each group are given.The no residual toxicity of the product has beendepicted from other trials conducted on theproduct. However it is removed from theconclusion as per reviewers suggestion as it isnot studied in the present trial.The references are corrected as per reviewerscomments
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written fully, including full first names which isnot correct. Also, There are four references tothesises, which I would avoid as these cannot beconsulted by most readers.
The abbreviation of journals and name ofscientist corrected as per reviewers comment.The reference related to thesis has beenremoved.

Minor REVISION comments -Table 2, group 1 6th, SE is lacking and should beincluded.- The supplier of AV/AGP/10 should be mentioned in theM&M, not in the abstract.
SE added in table 2AV/AGP/10 removed from abstract

Optional/General comments The manuscript can be improved for the Englishlanguage


