Editor’s Comment:
After carefully reviewing the original manuscript (MS) and the revised version submitted by the authors, together with the comments provided by both reviewers and the corresponding author responses, I have completed an overall assessment of the revision. Based on this comparison, I conclude that the authors have made a genuine effort to address the concerns raised during peer review, and the revised MS shows substantial improvement. However, several issues remain insufficiently resolved, particularly those related to the experimental design and statistical analysis, and these should be clarified before the MS can be considered suitable for publication.

Several important concerns from the first review round have been satisfactorily addressed. The title has been improved, the Introduction and literature support have been expanded, the study objective is more clearly stated, and the authors have added the Institutional Animal Ethics Committee approval and reference number. In addition, the statistical procedure was changed from the previously reported paired t-test to an independent t-test, which is conceptually more appropriate for comparing the two chicken groups. The revised MS also provides additional methodological information and a more developed interpretation of the carcass characteristics of Cari-Debendra and Cari-Nirbheek chickens.

Nevertheless, I consider that methodological and statistical reporting remains incomplete. Although 150 chicks of each variety were initially allocated to three replicates of 50 birds, only 15 birds per variety were subsequently selected for carcass evaluation. The revised MS does not sufficiently explain how these birds were selected, whether selection was random, how many birds originated from each replicate, or how the replicate structure was considered in the statistical analysis. This information is important for establishing the experimental unit and determining whether the independence assumption underlying the statistical comparison is justified.

The Statistical Analysis subsection also remains insufficiently described. Although the use of an independent t-test represents an improvement over the original version, the MS should clearly specify the assumptions evaluated before applying this test, the significance threshold, the statistical software/version, and the exact format used for data presentation. These clarifications are particularly important because the statistical methodology was one of the major concerns identified during the initial peer-review process.

Some inconsistencies in the reporting of statistical significance should also be verified. For example, the manuscript describes blood loss as showing no significant difference while simultaneously reporting p < 0.05. In addition, the revised Abstract now describes leg percentage as significantly different between the two groups, whereas the original Abstract reported no significant difference in leg yield. These discrepancies should be checked against the underlying statistical results and corrected consistently throughout the Abstract, Results, Table, and Conclusions.
The revised Abstract has been expanded in response to the reviewers; however, it still contains grammatical problems and an incomplete concluding statement. More generally, the manuscript would benefit from careful English-language and editorial revision. Some interpretations in the Discussion should also be moderated. Differences between the two chicken varieties may reasonably be discussed in relation to their different genetic backgrounds, but the present experiment does not directly demonstrate that specific genetic architecture or ancestry caused the observed carcass differences.

Finally, the MS has improved substantially and several of the reviewer’s concerns have been adequately addressed. The remaining issues do not necessarily require additional experimental work; however, they involve aspects of experimental-unit definition, statistical validity, consistency of the reported results, and scientific interpretation that should be resolved before final acceptance.

It is accepted for publication after minor revision. 
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