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	1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s feedback 

	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	The subject of the manuscript is not new for the scientific community – there are multiple studies, also mentioned in the Discussion section. The new point is the focus over Sasso chicken breed.

Yes it is suitable

The abbreviations mentioned in the Abstract is good to be described here (YR and YAR) – have to search further in the manuscript to find out the meaning. 

It is a good practice the abstract to finish with short conclusion of the study.

Generally yes. Would be good Limitations section to be included with description about present study limitations (breed, only two locations etc.).

See my comments below.

Are recent and sufficient for the subject.
	

	Major REVISION comments


	Abstract:

· Missing description of the abbreviations (YR, YAR). Since Abstract is published as separate from the main text, describing the abbreviations used is mandatory.

· Missing conclusion – what is the actual result from the study in 1-2 sentences.

Introduction:

· Citations of Magdelane, Kearny, Ayalew, Onagbesan, Veena, Farhad and Fariba are missing from References

· What is relevance of Ayalew study to the current manuscript (Sasso chicken used here are with genetic improvements or.?)

Experiment sites:

· Criteria for selecting the sites is not mentioned

· Since feeding is an important factor having major impact over egg structure and composition, description of feeding patterns is mandatory here. The layers from both systems fed same or nearly same diet? 

· It is not mentioned as well and if the layers in both systems are with same age range and what is their health status (recent treatment etc.)

Egg quality determination:

· Measurements were made by a single person, or one and the same value was measured by at least two separate people?

· Citations of Haugh, Kul and Seker, Singh, Alkan, Debnath and Ghosh are missing from References

· What is the source for ESA formula (how the constants used were determined)?

Statistical analysis:

· It is not clear where Yi value is used further in the text

· What is the purpose of Table 1 and description of Person’s coefficient? I cannot find where in the text r coefficient is used, neither the Table 1 is mentioned. 

· Citations of Hernandes and Inca are missing from References.

Results:

· Some values in Table 2 and Table 3 have indexes (a) and (b) – what is their meaning and why are not described below the table or anywhere in the text?

· In beginning of Correlation of external egg quality traits is mentioned Table 3, but from the context it sounds to be Table 4 – perhaps a typo.

Discussion:

· Citations of Dong, Mohammed and El-Hamid, Roberts, Kuhn, Ketta and Tumova are missing from Refrences.

· What is the purpose of mentioning Kuroiler chicken breed?

Conclusions:

This part looks unfinished. It has to be made clear what is the conclusion of the present research – which housing system results in better quality of the product etc.


	

	Optional comments


	There are multiple quotations with missing reference in the References section! This makes it difficult to relate the texts from the quoted publications. Additionally it is demonstrating lack of attention from the author/s. 

It is good to be mentioned that the present study is focused only on physical parameters of the eggs. Chemical or nutritive composition is not evaluated and the study can not determine which housing system will provide better results from dietary point of view.
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