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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 contributes to the growing body of research on phytogenic feed additives as natural alternatives to antibiotic growth promoters in poultry production. The study provides useful information on the dose-dependent effects of peppermint (Mentha piperita) powder on serum lipid profile parameters in broiler chickens, which may help improve understanding of how herbal feed additives influence lipid metabolism and metabolic health. Such findings are relevant for developing safer and more sustainable poultry feeding strategies, particularly in the context of increasing restrictions on antibiotic use in animal production. Additionally, the results may support further research on the application of medicinal herbs in poultry nutrition and their potential role in improving product quality and animal health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the main objective of the study, indicating the dietary treatment (peppermint powder supplementation), the response variable (serum lipid profile), and the experimental subject (broiler chickens). It accurately communicates the focus of the research and is appropriate for a scientific audience. However, the scientific name should follow proper taxonomic formatting, with the species written as Mentha piperita L. (lowercase species name and italicized).
Effect of Graded Levels of Peppermint (Mentha piperita L.) Powder on Serum Lipid Profile of Broilers
	

	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 clearly states the objective, experimental design, treatments, and key findings of the study. 

 However, a few improvements could enhance its clarity and completeness. First, the abstract could briefly mention the experimental design (e.g., completely randomized design) and the number of replicates per treatment to improve methodological transparency. Second, while the lipid profile parameters are reported, the abstract may benefit from including representative numerical values or percentage changes for the main findings to better highlight the magnitude of the treatment effects. Third, the statement that peppermint “enhances metabolic efficiency” appears somewhat broad since only serum lipid parameters were measured; this claim should either be moderated or supported with additional indicators if available. Finally, minor language polishing could improve readability, such as avoiding repetition and making the concluding sentence more concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and presents a clear objective, appropriate dietary treatments, and standard biochemical methods for evaluating serum lipid profiles in broiler chickens. 

The experimental design and statistical analysis are suitable for assessing the effects of graded peppermint supplementation. However, the sample size used for blood biochemical analysis is relatively small compared to the total number of birds, which may affect the reliability of the results. 

The manuscript states that birds were allocated using a Randomized Block Design (RBD), but the blocking factor is not described. If no blocking factor (e.g., cage position, weight class) was used, the design may actually correspond to a Completely Randomized Design (CRD).

The peppermint powder used in the experiment was not chemically characterized. Since phytogenic additives can vary widely in bioactive compound content (menthol, menthone, phenolics), information about source standardization or phytochemical composition would improve reproducibility.

The manuscript frequently links improved lipid profile parameters with metabolic efficiency, but no direct indicators of metabolic efficiency (e.g., feed conversion ratio, body fat deposition, hepatic lipid metabolism) were measured. The interpretation should therefore be moderated or supported with additional data.
The manuscript states that formal ethical approval was not required for the study, although an Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC) exists. Many journals require confirmation of ethical clearance regardless of invasiveness. The authors should clarify institutional approval procedures
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate but slightly outdated, and incorporating more recent peer-reviewed studies would improve the scientific relevance and timeliness of the manuscript. 

The authors are encouraged to include more recent literature (preferably from the last 5 years) to strengthen the introduction and discussion sections. Suggested additional references could include recent studies on peppermint supplementation in broilers, phytogenic feed additives in poultry nutrition, and the effects of essential oils on lipid metabolism and growth performance in poultry.
	

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


	The overall language and English quality of the manuscript are generally understandable and convey the scientific content effectively. The sentences are mostly clear and the terminology used is appropriate for poultry nutrition and animal science research. However, several minor grammatical errors, inconsistencies in capitalization, and formatting issues are present throughout the manuscript (e.g., inconsistent use of “Mentha Piperita L.” and “Mentha piperita,” and section headings such as “material and methods” and “results and discussion” not being properly capitalized). In addition, some sentences could be improved for clarity and conciseness to enhance readability and flow.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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