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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is important for the scientific community as it explores propolis as a natural alternative to antibiotics for controlling gastrointestinal parasites in broiler chickens. It provides evidence on the effectiveness of different propolis concentrations in reducing parasite prevalence and faecal egg counts, helping to identify optimal dosages. The research also highlights how bioactive compounds in propolis can enhance poultry health and immunity while reducing reliance on antibiotics. These findings contribute to sustainable, safe, and practical strategies for improving poultry production, animal welfare, and food safety.


	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The abstract is clear, well-structured, and covers the main objectives, methods, results, and conclusions of the study
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The keywords are relevant, specific, and effectively represent the main topics of the study
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The background is sufficient, well-structured, and clearly explains the research problem and its significance
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The research objectives are clearly stated and well-defined, aligning with the study’s purpose.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and supports the study well, though inclusion of more recent references could further strengthen it.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The research methodology is appropriate, well-designed, and suitable for achieving the study objectives.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Ethical considerations are not clearly described; including an explicit statement on animal ethics approval would strengthen the study
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The results are generally clear and well-organized, though minor improvements in presentation and clarity could enhance understanding.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The tables are relevant and provide useful data, but some could be simplified or formatted more clearly for easier interpretation
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The discussion effectively relates the study findings to existing literature, providing context and supporting interpretations
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The conclusions are well-supported by the data and align with the study’s results and analyses
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The study does not clearly discuss its limitations; including potential constraints and sources of bias would strengthen the manuscript
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The references are generally relevant and sufficient, but incorporating more recent studies could enhance the manuscript’s currency and depth.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The manuscript is well-written in clear, understandable language, making the content accessible to the scientific community
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is suitable.
It clearly reflects the study’s focus on propolis and its effect on gastrointestinal parasites in broiler chickens.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.
It clearly summarizes the study’s objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
The study design, methodology, data analysis, and interpretation of results are appropriate and supported by evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
Suggestion for improvement: Include more recent references (from the last 3–5 years) to strengthen the manuscript’s relevance and demonstrate up-to-date knowledge in the field of poultry parasitology and natural feed additives.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes.
The manuscript does not clearly state ethical approval or animal welfare measures. It should specify institutional approval, steps to minimize stress or suffering, and compliance with animal care guidelines.
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is well-written and scientifically valuable, showing how propolis can help control parasites in broiler chickens. It could be improved by adding a statement about ethical approval and animal welfare, discussing the study’s limitations, and including more recent references to make it up-to-date. Overall, it is suitable for publication after these minor changes.
Recommendation: Minor Revision – the manuscript is strong and valuable but needs minor improvements such as ethical approval details, discussion of limitations, and more recent references.
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