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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	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 manuscript is important for the scientific community as it provides valuable data on the use of Ovirich, a phytogenic feed supplement in layer diets. It highlights improvements in production performance, nutrient utilization, and feed cost efficiency in White Leghorn birds. The findings support the potential of Ovirich to enhance layer productivity in a cost-effective manner.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Instead of layer, Use pleural i.e. layers or hens in title. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract lacks following points. 
1. The nature of Ovirich feed supplement (e.g., phytogenic? herbal? probiotic?) is not described.
2. Instead of nutrient digestibility, more correct would be nutrient metabolizability.
3. Conclusion is incomplete. 

It can be concluded that dietary supplementation of Ovirich at 0.75 kg/ton of feed improves production performance, enhances nutrient utilization, and reduces feed cost economics in White Leghorn layers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript need to be revised by including following suggestions
1. The active constituent/ molecules and their action in used herbs/ plants not mentioned. 

2. In some of the results, (eg. 3.2.1Average Fortnightly feed intake)  the fortnight values mentioned in tables are described serially. Instead of that the highest, lowest, how much improvement, trend need to be described. 

3. The statistical analysis need to be checked as meagre difference as in Average fortnightly feed intake table, has also shown significant difference. 
4. As antibiotic alternative is being searched, addition of one group of antibiotic was must. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The used references are sufficient and some are recent. However, there is spelling mistake in manuscript content and attached list of references. Eg. Mroz et al. 2005, Lipiński, etc. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The quality of English language is ok, however there is scope for improvement. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic; however, the following revisions are necessary:

1. Active constituents and their mode of action in the herbs used should be mentioned.

2. Results should highlight trends, extremes, and percentage differences rather than just serial values.

3. Statistical analysis needs review; minor differences (e.g., in feed intake) are marked significant.

4. Inclusion of an antibiotic control group is essential for comparison as an alternative to AGPs, in next trials.

5. Spelling and reference formatting errors (e.g., Mroz et al., Lipiński) should be corrected.

6. Conclusion need to be reframed. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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