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Compulsory REVISION 
comments 
 

 
The English should be improved throughout the paper.  
 
Abstract 

 The content should be simplified. For example, the Result 
obtained indicated…could be simply as Result indicated.  
Was highest and significant can be simply significantly high 
etc. 

 
Introduction 

 On the second page, first para should be reworded because 
it is difficult to understand at its current form.  

 Authors should also review what other researchers have 
done in this area. I believe that low protein diet is 
commercially used in many countries. At least authors have 
to let readers’ understand that their work is not repeat 
others’ work. 

 
Materials and Methods 

 The description of AA should be deleted because these are 
standard products from the supplier 

 Should delete the detailed decription of the environment 
condition in the region. The experimental birds are housed 
in the shed so more detailed info in the shed is more 
important than outside. Unfortunately, the authors did not 
give info e.g temperature. Humidity, experimental design, 
replicates, stock density etc 

 IN the diet formulation, digestible AA level should be listed. 
  

Results and discussion 
 

 Too much repetition of the data in the Table 
 The content should be rewritten to improve readability 
  

Conclusion 
Based on this study, I don’t think the authors can give any 
conclusive comments. 
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