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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 
 

 
 The title of the manuscript is very confusing; assuming that the name of one of 

the farms where the study was conducted is ‘Haramaya Woreda of Six Kebeles’, I 
see no other reference to this ‘name’ in the paper. 

 Layout of the manuscript is too narrow. 
 Abstract layout is not the same as per the latest version of this journal; there are 

no key words. 
 Referencing style used is completely different from that used by the journal. 
 The level of English is sub-standard; the manuscript needs to go through 

English language editing. 
 There’s no heading for introduction. 
 References used are very old and too few; most of them are from non-peer 

reviewed sources. 
 Introduction is unnecessarily long and does not clearly show the current gaps in 

knowledge which this study is trying to address. The purpose of the study is 
therefore unclear. 

 Most of references cited in the text do not appear under the reference section. 
 Methodology and selection of study subjects is unclear; how many flocks were 

involved in this study? How many animals were selected in each flocks and 
how? 

 It seems to me that, maybe, a software was used to translate this manuscript into 
English language, and unfortunately, the outcome was a complete disaster. 

 The results are unclear and the layout is very distorted; it’s therefore hard to 
make head or tail of what is going on. 

 The English in this manuscript is so bad that it’s hard follow 
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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