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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
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Compulsory REVISION 
comments 
 

The data presented in the Tables should be interpreted 
under each Table clearly, to help the reader grasp the 
significant findings. 
Table 1 needs revision, the section on ‘Production Systems 
and Marketing’ should be in another Table –‘Production 
Systems & Marketing of Quail Eggs’ 
Likert Scale is mentioned under Table 2- ‘Constraints of 
quail egg production’ and presented, but nothing about 
Likert Scale is mentioned in the Methodology. Description of 
the Likert Scale used is necessary. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Abstract needs some English correction. 
There should be at least five Key Words in the Abstract and 
kept simple and short. 
Table on ‘Constraints’ should be renamed as ‘Results of 
Likert Scale analysis- Constraints in Quail Egg Production’. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Literature Review has been done very well by the Author.  
Objectives of the study well defined in the Introduction 
section. 
The 4th major constraint identified was the lack of funds 
among the respondents, but in the ‘Convulsions’ part 
nothing is mentioned and no suggestions to rectify it. The 
Author should provide these in the text. 
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