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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

 
 In the abstract part; long introductory sentences in the aims!!!  
 In the keywords, please, add fly word. 
 The references should be written [5, 6] or [7,8,9] etc….. 
 Eight weeks is very long period of rearing of broiler chickens, it is about six weeks. 
 What about the protein content of maggot meal??!!  
 Recent references should be included in the discussion section. 
 The references should be written in the same style. 
 Many references are written in language rather than English!!! 
 What about the opinion of Ethical Committee for animal using in the experiment?!   

 They were not broiler chickens, but rather the indigenous chickens. 
 Sorry, unfortunately the proximate analysis of the diets was not taken 

in consideration in this study. 
 At the time of completion of this study, there was not yet Ethical 

Committee for animal in Cameroon.  
 The rest of the reviewer’s comments were very constructive and were 

taken into consideration in the manuscript. 

Minor REVISION comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 
 


