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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 manuscript addresses a relevant topic by comparing carcass characteristics and meat yield traits of two improved chicken varieties, Cari-Debendra and Cari-Nirbheek, under the agro-climatic conditions of the eastern plain zone of Uttar Pradesh. The study provides useful information on breed-related differences in live weight, dressing percentage, carcass cuts and relative organ weights, which may be valuable for farmers, poultry producers and researchers involved in the evaluation of improved rural poultry germplasm. The findings may help in selecting suitable chicken varieties for meat production under region-specific management conditions. However, some methodological, statistical, data-presentation and language-related issues require clarification and correction before publication.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	
4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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


	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	



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 generally clear and reflects the breeds, traits and geographical conditions evaluated. However, the wording may be slightly streamlined for clarity and consistency in breed nomenclature.
Suggested title:
“Comparative Evaluation of Carcass Characteristics and Meat Yield Performance of Cari-Debendra and Cari-Nirbheek Chickens under the Agro-climatic Conditions of the Eastern Plain Zone of Uttar Pradesh”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO.
The abstract presents the major findings; however, it should be revised to clearly include the experimental design, number of birds used for carcass evaluation, statistical approach and the practical significance of the findings. The final sentence is incomplete and should be grammatically corrected. The abstract should also avoid excessive interpretation of breed ancestry unless directly supported by the study design.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO – Major revision is required.
The study is scientifically relevant, but several issues require correction. The statistical methodology needs clarification because the manuscript mentions both a paired t-test and Duncan’s multiple range test, although only two breeds were compared. The experimental unit and the basis for statistical analysis should be clearly defined and the use of individual birds versus replicate-level data should be justified. In addition, some p-values and significance symbols in Table 1 appear inconsistent; for example, some traits marked as significant have p-values that do not correspond to the stated significance level. The formulas for dressing percentage and giblet percentage should be presented accurately and consistently. The authors should also clarify the ethical approval or animal welfare procedure followed during slaughter and carcass evaluation.
The manuscript contains several typographical, grammatical and scientific terminology errors, including “Eatern,” “brolier,” “confirmation” instead of “conformation,” “sighnificantly,” “Nirbhhek,” “growet,” and “Poultru.” These should be thoroughly corrected.
The manuscript reports 150 chicks per breed initially but only 15 birds per breed were used for carcass evaluation; the rationale and selection procedure for these birds should be clearly stated.

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and presents potentially useful comparative information on carcass traits of two improved chicken varieties under regional production conditions. However, substantial revision is required before the manuscript can be considered for publication. The major concerns include clarification of the statistical methodology and experimental unit, correction of inconsistencies in Table 1 and significance reporting, clarification of ethical approval and animal welfare procedures, improved description of bird selection for carcass evaluation and extensive language and reference editing. I recommend Major Revision. The manuscript may be reconsidered after satisfactory correction of these issues.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO.
The reference list is generally relevant and contains several recent sources, but the authors should improve the accuracy and consistency of the references. Some references contain apparent spelling, formatting, journal-title, author-name and bibliographic errors. The authors should verify every reference against the original publication and ensure that all citations in the text are included in the reference list and vice versa. More recent literature specifically related to Cari-Debendra, Cari-Nirbheek, indigenous chicken carcass traits and region-specific poultry production should also be considered.
	

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

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

	YES – clarification required.
The study involves the slaughter and carcass evaluation of experimental birds. Therefore, the authors should provide a clear statement regarding animal ethics approval, institutional animal ethics committee approval, or the applicable institutional animal welfare guidelines followed during the experiment and slaughter procedures. If formal ethical approval was not required under the institutional policy, this should be explicitly stated with appropriate justification.
	


Reviewer details:

. Karhale Akash Vishawanath, Dr. Balasaheb Sawant Konkan Krishi Vidyapeeth, India


Page 4 of 4
V240326


