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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 significant to the scientific community because it addresses the urgent need for safe and sustainable alternatives to antibiotic growth promoters in poultry production, particularly in light of restrictions related to antibiotic resistance and residue concerns. By reviewing phytoadditives such as herbs, spices, and essential oils, the paper contributes to ongoing efforts to enhance poultry performance, gut health, and product quality through the use of natural bioactive compounds with antimicrobial and antioxidant properties. It also highlights practical considerations such as inclusion levels, factors influencing effectiveness, and the potential economic benefits of phytogenic supplementation in broilers and layers.

Overall, the review supports the growing scientific and industry interest in phytogenic feed additives as a promising strategy to enhance poultry productivity while promoting food safety and consumer confidence 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable for a review, although I will still suggest Phytogenic Feed Additives and Strategic Supplementation in Poultry: A Review or Phytogenic Additives in Poultry Production: Benefits, Mechanisms, and Strategic Supplementation
	

	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 is partially comprehensive, as it clearly explains the motivation for using phytoadditives (replacement for antibiotic growth promoters) and gives examples such as coriander and turmeric. However, it is too narrow for a review paper because it mainly emphasizes only two herbs, while the manuscript later discusses broader phytogenic additives (garlic, oregano, thyme, rosemary, essential oils, etc.). I suggest adding a clear objective statement (what the review covers), briefly mentioning key outcomes such as growth performance, gut health, immunity, carcass/egg quality, and economics, and summarizing the main mechanisms (antimicrobial, antioxidant, digestive enzyme stimulation). The statement recommending 1–2% supplementation without adverse effects should be revised or softened, because inclusion levels vary widely depending on whether powders or essential oils are used. Overall, the abstract needs minor restructuring to better reflect the manuscript’s full scope and to improve scientific precision and scholarly tone 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its main argument that phytoadditives (phytobiotics) can serve as alternatives to antibiotic growth promoters in poultry and may support performance and gut health through antimicrobial and antioxidant effects. 

The literature section provides multiple studies showing potential benefits on growth, feed conversion, carcass traits, and egg quality, which supports the scientific direction of the review. 

However, some statements are too generalized, especially the abstract recommendation that 1–2% inclusion is safe “without any adverse effect,” which should be presented more cautiously because optimal levels vary widely by additive type and concentration. And lastly, the grammar in the manuscript is weak and needs major editing, with frequent issues in sentence structure, tense consistency, punctuation, and scientific phrasing that reduce readability and professionalism

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically aligned with poultry nutrition knowledge but needs revisions to improve scientific precision, avoid absolute claims, and strengthen critical synthesis of evidence 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are not sufficiently recent, and the manuscript needs updated, peer-reviewed journal citations to support current claims and improve scientific credibility. To strengthen the review, the authors should add recent (2015–2024) peer-reviewed poultry-focused studies
	

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


	No, the language/English quality of the manuscript is not suitable for scholarly communication in its current form, and it requires major English editing before publication. The paper contains frequent grammar errors, awkward phrasing, repetition, inconsistent capitalization, and incorrect scientific sentence structure, especially in the Abstract, Introduction, and multiple literature summary paragraphs. In addition, some statements are written in an informal and non-academic tone (e.g., “due to some reason like…”) and several sentences lack clarity, proper transitions, and correct tense usage, which reduces readability and professionalism. Overall, the manuscript would benefit from professional proofreading or language editing to improve clarity, coherence, and scientific presentation
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in poultry nutrition, but the overall structure would benefit from a clearer flow, with better section transitions and reduced repetition across subheadings. 

Several sections list findings from individual studies without enough synthesis; adding summary tables (e.g., phytoadditive type, dose, bird type, duration, key outcomes) would greatly improve readability and scientific value.

 The manuscript should also clearly distinguish between effects observed in broilers vs layers, and specify whether reported benefits occurred under normal conditions or disease/heat stress challenge, since results can differ greatly. 

Some important modern areas are underrepresented, including interactions between phytoadditives and probiotics/enzymes, and their effects on gut morphology and microbiome profiling, which are now common in poultry research. 

Finally, the conclusion should be strengthened to provide more practical, evidence-based guidance (what works best, under what conditions, and what research gaps remain) rather than repeating general statements from earlier sections 
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