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Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

after reading through the comments from authors I wish to come back the following

ways:

1. Authors claim that the work is only on the anti-nutritive aspect of the seed but
not on the availability.
Authors should note that these cannot be treated separately as the uses of any
ingredient will determine its availability for poultry feeding. This is a different
paper from whatever they must have published earlier and must contain
enough relevant information.

2. Authors claim to have addressed all the queries raised.

title has been slightly revised.

As I mentioned earlier, the information provided is poorly organised.
The nutritive composition of the seed cannot be well discussed in the
introduction and should be provided as a sub title.

Authors claim to have provided enough information on the anti-
nutritive composition of the seed. This is not correct as they have only
given general information on the effects of these constituents on poultry
without giving any idea of the likely content of the seed and the
threshold of each.

There is sufficient information on the recommendation of jack bean in
poultry diets. This will be more relevant to farmers and nutritionists
than the current Table providing the adverse effects of these
substances. Authors need to replace the current Table with a Table
giving information on the recommendation of the bean for various
classes of poultry with sources.

Authors should also note that the objective of any processing methods is
to reduce the level of these substances but not complete removal.
Authors claim to have emphasized the need for further research. This is
only provided in the conclusion. This is not a sound practice and should
be in the body of the text with emphases on areas for future research
need. Authors should avoid citing in the conclusion; see (22).

As earlier mentioned authors should revise the manuscript and
improve on its organization as well as the language before it can be
recommended for publication.
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