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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 manuscript addresses a relevant topic by comparing the growth performance, feed utilization, and mortality of two important backyard poultry varieties (CARI Debendra and CARI Nirbheek) under Eastern Plain Zone conditions. The study has practical significance for poultry farmers and breeding programs. However, the manuscript contains substantial methodological, statistical, data presentation, interpretation, and language-related deficiencies that limit the scientific rigor and reliability of the conclusions. Several inconsistencies between the reported results and their interpretation require clarification before the manuscript can be considered for 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
	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
	4
	

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

	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


	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	
	

	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
	1
	

	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.

	The title is generally informative and reflects the objectives of the study. However, it would be more precise to indicate that the evaluation was conducted under farm conditions in the Eastern Plain Zone of Uttar Pradesh. This would better define the scope and applicability of the findings.
	

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

	The abstract summarizes the major findings, but several statements appear overstated. The conclusion that CARI Debendra "optimizes muscle mass deposition" is not supported because carcass composition or muscle deposition measurements were not performed. Similarly, statements regarding genetic mechanisms and lineage effects are speculative and were not experimentally evaluated. The abstract should focus strictly on measured parameters such as body weight, feed intake, FCR, and mortality.
In addition, the reported mortality of approximately 21% during the brooding period is exceptionally high for improved poultry strains and deserves brief explanation in the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Materials and Methods
This section requires substantial improvement.
Experimental Design
Although the number of birds and replicates is reported, important details are missing:
· Sex composition of the birds was not reported. 
· Housing dimensions and stocking density were not described. 
· Environmental conditions (temperature, humidity, lighting schedule) were not provided. 
· Feed formulation and nutrient composition are absent. 
· Health management and vaccination schedule beyond Marek's vaccination were not reported. 
These omissions severely limit reproducibility.
Statistical Analysis
The statistical methodology is inadequate for repeated measurements collected over time.
The authors used independent sample t-tests at each age point. However, body weight, feed intake, and FCR were repeatedly measured on the same experimental units throughout the experiment. A repeated-measures ANOVA or mixed-model approach would have been more appropriate.
The manuscript also does not mention:
· Testing for normality. 
· Testing for homogeneity of variance. 
· Correction for multiple comparisons. 
· Experimental unit used in the analysis. 
These issues raise concerns regarding the validity of the statistical conclusions.
Mortality Analysis
Mortality was analyzed using t-tests, which may not be the most suitable method for percentage mortality data. Chi-square analysis or survival analysis approaches would provide more robust evaluation.

	

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

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

	he reference section requires careful revision.
Several references appear incomplete, incorrectly formatted, or difficult to verify. Examples include:
· Some journal names are inconsistently formatted. 
· Several citations lack DOI information. 
· Citation years in text and reference list appear inconsistent. 
· Some references seem unrelated to the specific claims they support. 
The authors should carefully verify every citation and ensure that all references are authentic, accurate, and formatted according to journal guidelines.
Recent literature from the last 3–5 years should also be incorporated to improve the scientific context. The authors are suggested to include the recent citations from the list provided 
1. Nawaz, M. A., Aman, A., Rehman, H. U., Bibi, Z., Ansari, A., Islam, Z., Khan, I. A., & Qader, S. A. U. (2016). Polyacrylamide gel-entrapped maltase: An excellent design for continuous biotechnology applications. Process Biochemistry, 179, 383–397.
2. Sultan, A., Ahmad, U., Islam, Z., Ahmad, S., Naz, S., Alhidary, I. A., Abdelrahman, S. H., & Chandrasekaran, A. (2024). Effect of multi-strain probiotic supplementation as an alternative to antibiotics on growth performance, blood biochemistry, ileal digestibility, bacterial growth, and gut histomorphology of broilers. Journal of Applied Animal Research, 1–8.
3. Nawaz, M. A., Aman, A., Rehman, H. U., Bibi, Z., Ansari, A., Islam, Z., Khan, I. A., & Qader, S. A. U. (2016). Polyacrylamide gel-entrapped maltase: An excellent design for continuous biotechnology applications. Process Biochemistry, 179, 383–397.
4. Islam, Z., Ikram, M., Naz, S., Sultan, A., Khan, K., Alhidary, I. A., Tiwari, R., & Khan, R. U. (2024). Effect of selenium-enriched yeast diet on performance, biochemistry, and selenium concentration in meat and egg contents of laying Japanese quails. Archives Animal Breeding, 67, 493–502.
5. Uzair, M. S., Sultan, A., Islam, Z., Shah, M., Tahir, M., Naz, S., Alrefaei, A. F., Adil, S., Momand, N. K., & Khan, R. U. (2025). Efficacy of zingibain phyto-protease on growth performance, litter quality and gut microbiota in broilers fed high animal protein concentrates. Italian Journal of Animal Science, 24(1), 336–346.
6. Sultan, A., Bibi, S., Naz, S., Islam, Z., Alrefaei, A. F., Khan, R. U., Abdelrahman, S. H., & Selvaggi, M. (2024). Effect of anise seed (Pimpinella anisum L.) and protease alone or in combination on growth performance, carcass characteristics, humoral immunity, nutrients digestibility and cecal microbiota in Japanese quails. Food and Agricultural Immunology, 35(1), 2351362.


	

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

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

	No 
	



Reviewer details:

Ziaul Islam, Shahed Benazir Bhutto University, UPPER SHERINGAL


Page 6 of 6
V240326


