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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This study is important because it shows that fennel seed (Foeniculum vulgare) can be used as a natural feed additive in poultry. It helps improve meat quality and can replace harmful antibiotic growth promoters. The results support safer and more sustainable poultry production
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The title is clear and suitable for the study.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract is clear and good.
It just needs a small improvement (add some numbers)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The keywords are clear and relevant.
They match the study well and include fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), broilers and meat quality.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The background is clear and gives enough information about poultry, antibiotics, and fennel (Foeniculum vulgare).
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The research objectives are clearly stated in the paper. The study specifically aims to investigate the effects of fennel seed (Foeniculum vulgare) powder on carcass quality, meat colour, and sensory attributes of broiler chickens. These objectives are clear, focused, and directly linked to the study design and results, making it easy for readers to understand the purpose of the research.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and provides important information on poultry production, the problems with antibiotics, and the use of plant-based additives like fennel (Foeniculum vulgare). It helps to support the rationale of the study and explains why this research is needed. Most references are recent and reliable, but adding a few more studies from 2023–2025 would make the review more up-to-date
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate and well-designed for the study. The use of 144 Cobb 400 broiler chicks randomly assigned to four treatment groups ensures proper experimental control. The study carefully measures carcass traits, meat colour, and sensory attributes using standard procedures and reliable instruments. Statistical analysis with one-way ANOVA under a Completely Randomized Design (CRD) is suitable for evaluating the effects of fennel seed (Foeniculum vulgare) supplementation
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The study properly followed ethical guidelines. The experiment was approved by the Assam Agricultural University Animal Ethics Committee, and all procedures ensured the welfare of the broiler chickens
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 Good: The results are mostly clear and easy to understand. The tables and figures help explain the findings, but some parts could be organized better for even easier reading.”
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 Good: The tables and figures are generally clear, relevant, and helpful in understanding the results. A few could be better labeled or organized for easier interpretation.”
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 Good: The discussion connects the results to previous studies, but some parts could use more references or comparisons.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4  Good  the data mostly supports the conclusions, but some points could be explained better.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4  Good  Some limitations are mentioned, but more details would make the discussion clearer
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4  Good The references are generally relevant and support the study well. The number of references is sufficient, although including a few more recent studies could strengthen the background and discussion
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4  Good: The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language. Most sections are easy to follow, though a few sentences could be simplified or reworded for better
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes: The title of the article is suitable. It clearly reflects the main topic and scope of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes: The abstract is comprehensive. It summarizes the study’s objectives, methods, key results, and main conclusions in a clear and concise manner
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes: The abstract is comprehensive. It summarizes the study’s objectives, methods, key results, and main conclusions in a clear and concise manner.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes: The references are sufficient, but adding a few recent studies would make them more up-to-date.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No: The manuscript does not have any ethical issues
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
the manuscript is well-structured and scientifically sound. The study design, results, and discussion are clear and supported by relevant references. Minor improvements, such as clearer labeling of tables and figures, inclusion of a few recent references, and slight simplification of some sentences, would enhance readability. After addressing these minor points, the manuscript is suitable for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	




Reviewer details:

Walaa Hussein Khalifa, National Research Center, Egypt 
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