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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 study addresses protein malnutrition in rural Africa by optimizing caviaculture (guinea pig farming). It provides significant results concerning administration of phytobiotics (thyme and garlic) as natural growth promoters to improve reproductive efficiency and pre-weaning survival, offering a sustainable, safe alternative to synthetic additives.
	Thank you 

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title accurately reflects the experimental variables (thyme and garlic powder) and the estimated outcomes (reproductive performance and pre-weaning growth).
	Thank you

	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.


	Mostly. It includes the methodology (72 guinea pigs, 4 rations), specific results (T1 treatment superiority), and clear conclusions. Suggestion: The abstract mentions average weight but should specify if this is the starting weight for all breeders to clarify the baseline.

	Noted


	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The methodology uses a randomized control design with four treatments (T0-T3) and clear crossing ratios (15:3). Statistical analysis was performed using GLM and Waller Document tests at a 5% significance level.
	Yes


	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. References range from 1995 to 2021, covering both foundational caviaculture and recent phytobiotic studies.


	Noted 

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


	Suitable. But, there are minor typographical errors (e.g., "thyme power" instead of "powder", "addictive" instead of "additive").
	noted and updated

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is valuable but requires a Minor Revision to correct the language errors and to explicitly state the study’s limitations in the Discussion section.
	Thank you for positive feedback
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