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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.
	The authors aimed to determine how dietary supplementation with encapsulated noni (Morinda citrifolia L.) fruit extract, zinc, and copper (EENZnCu) affects both carcass weight and the chemical quality of broiler chicken meat. They utilized a completely randomized design (CRD) using 200-day-old Ross broiler chicks into four treatments and five replicates per treatment, each replicate consisting of ten birds. The grouping was as follows: a control group receiving only the basal diet (T0) and three treatment groups receiving the basal diet supplemented with 0.06, 0.12, and 0.18% EENZnCu (T1, T2, and T3, respectively). The experiment was carried out at the Faculty of Animal and Agricultural Sciences, Universitas Diponegoro, Semarang, Indonesia, from August 9 to September 14, 2024.
	





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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	0
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	





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.
	Long and preferred to be modified into “Fruit Extract and Trace Elements Concerning Carcass Traits and Meat Quality in Broilers” for simplicity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Please note the following:
· MUST provide an opening statement of one or two short sentences as a background on the problem.
· Some modifications must be made to enhance the readability and understanding of the text. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	· Keywords: Reduce the words as follows: “Broilers, Carcass weight, Encapsulation, Meat cholesterol, Morinda citrifolia L”. 
· Introduction: Please note the following: 
· Improperly arranged in four paragraphs.
· The introduction should be divided into three paragraphs only, i.e., 1. Introduction 2. Significance of the study, and 3. Aim of the study. 
· Some modifications must be made to enhance the readability and understanding of the text. 
· The aim: Some modifications must be made to enhance the readability and understanding of the text. 
· Materials and methods: Please note the following:
· MUST provide the institutional approval number and statement.
· Provide a detailed description of the microclimatic conditions for the experimental broilers, such as temperature (Method of adjustment and measurement), relative humidity (Method of adjustment and measurement), feeding system (Form and mean), watering system (Source and type), ventilation system (Aspect and Mechanism), lighting program (Color, duration, and intensity), cleaning procedures, disinfection protocol, and vaccination/treatment, if any.  
· Provide a reference for the statistical software used.
· Some modifications must be made to enhance the readability and understanding of the text.
· Results: Please note the following:
· Reduce the illustration of numbers within the text as much as possible.
· Some modifications must be made to enhance the readability and understanding of the text.
· Discussion: Please note the following:
· Moderate comparisons and speculation.
· Some modifications must be made to enhance the readability and understanding of the text.
· Conclusion: Please note the following:
· Some modifications must be made to enhance the readability and understanding of the text.
· Tables: Well-organized and properly presented.
· Figures: Well-organized and properly presented.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	[bookmark: _Hlk205718166]Sufficient, as 81.8% (18 out of 22) of the listed references were published in the past five years. 
	

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

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

	No
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