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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.
	1. The study addresses the continuing interest in phytogenic feed additives as alternatives to antibiotic growth promoters in broiler production. 
2. It directly compares cinnamon oil, clove oil, their combination, tetracycline, and an unsupplemented control, which gives the study comparative relevance. 
3. Growth performance outcomes include body weight, body-weight gain, feed consumption and FCR, which are important production parameters. 
4. The results indicate that the cinnamon-oil treatment produced the highest body weight and weight gain and the lowest FCR among the treatments evaluated. 

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4 = Good 
The title clearly identifies essential oils, antibiotic supplementation and broiler growth performance. However, the Methods describe a broader study that are not presented.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
It adequately summarizes design, treatments and growth findings, but does not mention important methodological limitations.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The keywords directly represent the principal treatments, animal model and outcomes.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The introduction establishes the rationale for phytogenic alternatives and explains cinnamon, clove and tetracycline.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The objective is identifiable and stated at the end of the Introduction, although a formal hypothesis is not explicitly presented.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The manuscript cites recent literature, including 2025-2026 references, while also using established references.
	

	
	
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
Important clarification is needed concerning the experimental dates, experimental unit, replication and statistical model.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not provide a clear animal-ethics/IAEC approval statement.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Growth, weight gain, feed consumption and FCR are presented systematically, but statistical interpretation and the experimental unit require clarification.
	

	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


	3 = Satisfactory
The tables address the principal outcomes and figures illustrate trends, but the presentation should be checked and improved where necessary.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The authors compare their findings with several previous studies. However, some proposed mechanisms were not directly measured in this experiment and should therefore be expressed cautiously.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The comparative growth findings support the observation that T1 performed best among the tested groups, but the broader claim that cinnamon oil is a “residue-free alternative” is not directly demonstrated because residue or antimicrobial-resistance measurements were not performed.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
A dedicated limitations section is absent.
	

	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
	4 = Good 
The reference list is reasonably extensive and relevant, with several recent publications.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable but requires language editing, consistency corrections and removal of some overstatements.
	




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 is clear, appropriate, and adequately reflects the comparative nature and primary outcome of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The abstract is generally informative, but requires revision for consistency with the methodology and results, particularly regarding experimental details, terminology, and reported values.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The study is relevant, but clarification is required regarding the statistical model, calculation/reporting of growth-performance parameters, consistency among tables and text, and the strength of the conclusions. The claim of a “residue-free alternative” should be moderated unless residue/safety data were evaluated.
Manuscript has merit but requires substantial methodological, statistical, presentation, and interpretational revisions before publication.


	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The references are generally relevant, but additional recent literature should be incorporated, particularly regarding essential-oil dose response, mechanisms, safety, and comparison with antibiotic growth promoters.
	

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

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

	NO
No specific ethical issue is apparent; however, the authors should include an appropriate statement regarding institutional animal welfare/ethical approval, if applicable.
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