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	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 provides valuable baseline data on the phytochemical and proximate composition of Xylopia aethiopica and Tetrapleura tetraptera, two indigenous plant resources with growing relevance as phytogenic feed additives. The study contributes to the ongoing global effort to identify plant-based alternatives to antibiotic growth promoters in poultry production. By compiling quantitative phytochemical profiles alongside proximate composition, the work supports evidence-based selection of botanicals for feed formulation. The findings are particularly relevant for tropical and developing regions where these plants are readily available and cost-effective.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and content of the study. No change is required.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and summarizes the objectives, methods, and major findings clearly. However, it could be improved by briefly stating the practical implications of the findings for poultry nutrition, for example, by explicitly mentioning their potential role as phytogenic feed additives beyond compositional evaluation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. Experimental procedures for phytochemical and proximate analyses are well described and rely on established analytical methods. Data presentation is clear and supported by appropriate comparisons with previous literature. The discussion demonstrates strong subject knowledge and logical interpretation of results. Minor typographical and formatting inconsistencies should be corrected during revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The reference list is extensive and includes both classical and recent studies relevant to phytogenics, animal nutrition, and plant biochemistry. The literature adequately supports the discussion. Inclusion of a few more recent poultry-specific phytogenic feed additive studies published within the last five years could further strengthen the manuscript, but is not essential.
However, below, some references have been written as headings, not as normal text;

Adelakun, S. A., Ogunlade, B., Olawuyi, T. S. & Ojewale, A. O. (2021). Aqueous extract of Tetrapleura tetraptera fruit peels influence copulatory behavior and maintain testicular integrity in sexually mature male Sprague-Dawley rats: Pro-fertility evaluation and histomorphometry evidence. Current Research in Physiology, 4, 7 – 16. 

Barminas, J. T., James, M. K. & Abubakar, U. M. (1999). Chemical composition of seeds and oil of Xylopia aethiopica grown in Nigeria. Plant Foods and Human Nutrition, 53(3), 193-198.

Bejˇcek, J. Jurášek, M. Spiwok, V. & Rimpelová, S. (2021). Quo vadis cardiac glycoside Research?. Toxins, 13, 344. https://doi.org/10.3390/toxins13050344.

Yang, Y., Kabir Chowdhury, M. A., Hou, Y. & Gong, J. (2015). Phytogenic Compounds as Alternatives to In-Feed Antibiotics: Potentials and Challenges in Application. Pathogens, 4(1), 137 – 156.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable. However, minor grammatical errors, spelling inconsistencies, and occasional repetition are present, particularly in the Discussion section. Professional language editing or careful proofreading is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from a short subsection or concluding paragraph explicitly linking phytochemical concentrations to recommended inclusion levels or safety considerations for poultry diets. This would enhance translational relevance for animal nutritionists.
The manuscript is scientifically sound and suitable for publication after minor revisions addressing language quality and small clarity improvements.

It is suggested to add line numbers 

Lines 6–9

Please clarify whether the study is strictly compositional or intended to support functional application in poultry nutrition. A brief statement on the practical implications of the phytochemical findings would strengthen the abstract.

Lines 10–13

The abstract reports phytochemical presence and relative abundance but does not indicate why these levels are nutritionally relevant. Consider adding one sentence linking key phytochemicals (e.g., saponins, tannins, alkaloids) to their known roles in poultry production.

Lines 22–27

The discussion on antibiotic growth promoter bans is appropriate. However, please verify the accuracy of regulatory statements regarding USDA bans and provide clearer citations distinguishing between regional regulations.

Lines 34–38

The definition of phytogenic feed additives is clear, but the introduction would benefit from a brief distinction between whole plant meals and extracts, as this study focuses on fruit meals rather than purified extracts.

Lines 52–60

The background on Xylopia aethiopica is thorough. Consider reducing repetition of proximate composition data already available in cited literature, and instead emphasize the gap this study addresses.

Lines 75–83

The objectives are stated but could be more explicit. Please consider rewriting the final paragraph of the Introduction to clearly state:

(i) what is novel in this study, and

(ii) how it differs from previous phytochemical reports.

Lines 92–96

Please indicate the month and year of sample collection, as seasonal variation can influence phytochemical composition.

Lines 97–101

Plant identification is appropriate. Consider adding voucher specimen numbers or stating whether voucher samples were deposited in a herbarium.

Lines 105–180

The phytochemical methods are described in detail. However, please standardize temperature units (°C) and correct typographical inconsistencies (e.g., spacing, capitalization).

Lines 134–136

Please clarify whether all analyses were conducted in duplicate or triplicate, and how mean values and standard errors were calculated.

Lines 185–188

For proximate analysis, confirm whether AOAC methods were followed exactly or with modifications.

Lines 205–210

The criteria for classifying phytochemical levels as low, moderate, or high are cited. Please briefly justify why these thresholds are nutritionally meaningful.

Lines 225–240 (Table I)

Table I is informative. However, please ensure consistency in decimal places across all phytochemical values.

Lines 255–262

When reporting proximate composition, consider briefly highlighting which component may limit or support inclusion in poultry diets.

Lines 265–270 (Table II)

There is a typographical error in “Carbohydraye.” Please correct to “Carbohydrate.”

Lines 285–295

The discussion of alkaloids is comprehensive but lengthy. Consider summarizing key comparative findings to improve flow.

Lines 330–345

The biological relevance of flavonoids is well explained. However, please avoid repeating general pharmacological descriptions already well established in the literature.

Lines 380–395

The discussion on saponins is strong. It would be useful to briefly discuss safe inclusion thresholds for monogastric animals, even if based on literature rather than experimental data.

Lines 445–455

The interpretation of tannin levels should be more cautious. High tannin concentrations may have antinutritional effects in poultry. Please acknowledge this limitation more explicitly.

Lines 515–520

The conclusion is concise but somewhat general. Please consider adding one sentence clearly stating how these fruit meals could be practically applied or further tested in poultry feeding trials.

Lines 525–end

The reference list is extensive and relevant. Please ensure consistency in journal name formatting and check for minor citation errors.

Final Recommendation to the Authors

The manuscript is scientifically valid and contributes useful baseline data to the field of poultry nutrition and phytogenic feed additives. Addressing the above minor to moderate revisions will substantially improve clarity, coherence, and applied relevance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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