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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 a timely and comprehensive evaluation of the phytochemical and proximate composition of two underutilized African medicinal spices, Xylopia aethiopica and Tetrapleura tetraptera as potential alternatives to antibiotic growth promoters in poultry production. Given the global ban on sub-therapeutic antibiotic use in animal feed, the study contributes valuable baseline data on the concentration of bioactive compounds such as tannins, saponins, alkaloids, and flavonoids, which are known for their antimicrobial, antioxidant, and immunomodulatory properties. The work contextualizes its findings within a broad body of existing literature, offering comparative insights across geographic regions and analytical methods. It also highlights the dual functional potential of these phytogenics; both as nutritional supplements and health-promoting agents, thereby supporting further research into their application in sustainable livestock systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable
	

	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.


	Yes, but with the following suggestions:
· need to start the abstract with the background study

· don’t need to state the source of the fruit in the abstract

· Use this to draft the abstract:

Introduction

Aim

Methods used

Results

Conclusion

· need to indicate data values according to the listed most presence and the least presence phytochemicals

· Clearly state if the experiment conducted was done qualitatively or quantitatively 

· 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference is sufficient and slightly recent. There is a need for consistency. Some references have doi while some don’t.

	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Drafting and Language: The manuscript is generally well-structured but contains several typographical, grammatical, and formatting inconsistencies. Examples include misspelled words (e.g., “Carbohydraye” in Table II), inconsistent spacing and punctuation (e.g., missing spaces after periods, incorrect use of italics for species names), and repeated phrases (e.g., “physiological impairment” appears twice).

· Conclusion: The current conclusion is somewhat brief and general. It would benefit from a more concise synthesis of key findings and a clearer articulation of practical implications or recommendations for future research, such as in vivo trials or standardization of phytochemical extraction methods.

· Statistical Analysis: The study presents means ± standard deviations but lacks any formal statistical comparison between the two plant species or across phytochemicals. The inferential statistics (e.g., t-tests, ANOVA) would strengthen the interpretation of differences and enhance the scientific rigor of the findings.

· Tables and Formatting: Tables I and II would benefit from improved formatting for clarity (e.g., aligning decimal points, using consistent units, and avoiding merged or misaligned columns). Table I also contains a minor typo in the footnote ("concentration" vs. "low concentration").

· References: The reference list is extensive and relevant, but there are minor formatting inconsistencies (e.g., missing journal names, incomplete DOIs, and inconsistent use of italics). Additionally, some in-text citations do not appear in the reference list (e.g., Holy et al., 2016; Nwafor et al., 2024) and should be verified.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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