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	PART 2:
	

	FINAL RECOMMENDATION: REJECT (3/10; UNCHANGED AFTER RE-EVALUATION)
Changes acknowledged. The abstract was rewritten; a 28-parameter data dictionary and revised descriptive tables were added; the proper-motion and transverse-velocity values are now on plausible scales; quartile/IQR statistics, Spearman matrices, a limitations section, and an AI-use declaration were introduced. These are useful presentational changes, but they do not resolve the validity of the underlying analysis.
Assessment of the authors' response. I considered every entry in the response file. The substantive replies are mostly one-line assertions such as "Corrected," "Revised," or "all possible corrections are done," without a point-by-point rebuttal, page/line locations, an extraction query, analysis code, or supporting recalculation. The response to the reference-sufficiency comment is blank. In addition, the revised manuscript supplied contains no figures, although the response says that tables and figures were corrected. The response therefore does not provide an auditable demonstration that the original scientific concerns were addressed.
1. Reproducibility and population definition remain unresolved. The manuscript reports 4,331 records (3,514 NPs and 817 MPs) "as at April 2026," but still gives no exact ATNF release/version, download date, exported query, field filters, inclusion/exclusion criteria, duplicate handling, missing-value rules, or per-variable eligibility. The classification sentence is incomplete ("with spin period with spin period ms (J1841+0130)"). The tables suggest an approximately 30-ms operational cutoff, but the exact rule and treatment of binaries, young fast pulsars, mildly recycled systems, magnetars, globular-cluster pulsars, and other catalogue subtypes are not stated. A period-defined comparison can be valid if declared as such, but it cannot automatically be interpreted as a clean evolutionary NP-versus-recycled-MP classification. The introduction still says twenty parameters whereas the abstract, methods, and conclusion say twenty-eight. The methods also claim use of the Jodrell Bank Glitch Catalogue and the number of glitches, yet NGlt is absent from the 28-variable list and results.
2. The requested data audit has not succeeded. The NP Shklovskii-corrected period derivative (P1_I) has a reported mean of 2.8 x 10^4 and maximum of 2.0 x 10^6, while its median is 2.6 x 10^-15. Values on those incompatible scales cannot represent one period-derivative variable and strongly indicate parsing, column contamination, or transformation error. AGE_I includes strongly negative values (for MPs: mean about -2.0 x 10^10 yr, median about -7.1 x 10^7 yr, minimum about -2.4 x 10^12 yr). Negative AGE_I can arise algebraically when corrected P1 is negative, but it is not a physical stellar age and cannot support the manuscript's claim that these values demonstrate advanced evolutionary age. Internal arithmetic is also inconsistent: NP PX has Q1 = 0.23 and Q3 = 0.84, so IQR = 0.61 rather than 0.82; MP S1400 has Q1 = 0.1 and Q3 = 0.5, so IQR = 0.4 rather than 0.5. The descriptive-ratio table omits DM1, and the distribution-ratio table reports an EDOTD2 IQR ratio of 0.18 although 2.5 x 10^34 / 1.4 x 10^34 is about 1.8; it also loses the sign of the P1_I Q1 ratio. These are direct indications that the revised outputs were not fully checked.
3. Missing-data denominators and uncertainty are still absent. Neither the descriptive tables nor the correlation matrices report a valid n for each variable or pair. Approximate n values inferred from the reported SD/SE pairs differ radically: about 69 for MP F2, 78 for MP S400, 52 for MP R_LUM, and 150 for NP R_LUM. These estimates are approximate because the table values are rounded, but they are sufficient to show that many statistics use small, non-comparable subsets rather than the stated population totals. Without per-variable and pairwise n, the reader cannot assess selection bias, the reliability of extreme coefficients, or whether complete-case or pairwise deletion was used. Measurement uncertainties, upper limits, parallax quality, distance-model uncertainty, and uncertainty propagation into derived quantities are also not addressed.
4. The NP-versus-MP claims are not supported by formal group comparisons. The abstract and discussion repeatedly use "significantly," "statistically distinct," and "statistical evidence," yet no prespecified NP-versus-MP hypothesis tests, confidence intervals, standardized effect sizes, or multiplicity correction are reported. Ratios of means, medians, SDs, variances, skewness, or kurtosis are descriptive quantities, not inferential tests; ratios are especially unstable or uninterpretable for negative, zero, or near-zero quantities. Comparisons of flux density, luminosity, distance, proper motion, and detectability also require treatment of survey selection, catalogue completeness, and distance-dependent truncation before population-level physical conclusions can be drawn.
5. The correlation analysis is internally discordant and not currently suitable. In the MP Pearson matrix, 117 of the 378 unique off-diagonal pairs are printed as +/-1.0 after rounding to one decimal place, including unrelated pairs such as PX-P0 and DM-RM. The Pearson and Spearman outputs often do not corroborate one another: for MPs, AGE-P1_I is reported as r = 1.0 but rho = -0.7, while PX-DIST is r = 0.7 but rho = -0.8; for NPs, F2-RM is r = 1.0 but rho = 0.0. These discrepancies contradict the textual claim that Spearman analysis confirms the Pearson structure and suggest very small pairwise samples, row/column misalignment, missing-data mishandling, or another computational problem. Pairwise n, deletion rules, scatterplots, confidence intervals, and sensitivity analyses are absent. Pearson p-values are rounded to one decimal place, Spearman p-values are not supplied, and no multiple-testing control is used. Correlations among P0/F0 and quantities algebraically derived from P0, P1, P1_I, or distance (AGE, BSURF, EDOT, B_LC, AGE_I, BSURF_I, luminosities) are expected mathematical dependencies and cannot be presented as independent evolutionary discoveries.
6. The physical interpretation and conclusions remain overclaimed. Characteristic age is a model-dependent spin-down timescale, not necessarily a true stellar age; negative intrinsic ages and values up to 1.6 x 10^12 yr are warnings about the assumptions and corrections, not evidence of literal antiquity. A cross-sectional catalogue summary cannot by itself demonstrate accretion-driven magnetic-field decay, causal spin-up, natal-kick moderation, dynamical relaxation, or a homogenizing effect of recycling. Nor do raw differences in SD/variance establish intrinsic population heterogeneity without accounting for scale, missingness, selection, and outliers. The manuscript's own limitations section concedes that the classification criteria, units and derived quantities, uncertainty propagation, observational bias, and reproducible code still require validation. Those are core requirements for the present conclusions, not optional future refinements.
7. Literature, writing, and presentation are only partially improved. The reference list remains limited for a current catalogue-population study, direct recent comparison and statistical-method literature is sparse, and Abbott et al. (2017) appears in the reference list without being cited in the text. The revision contains incomplete and duplicated wording, including the broken classification sentence, the twenty-versus-twenty-eight inconsistency, and "P0, P1, F0, F0" in the correlation summary. Table 4 is captioned as millisecond-pulsar statistics although it contains both populations. Large 28 x 28 matrices use numeric identifiers rather than parameter names and are difficult to read at publication size. The revised file contains no figures. The conclusions continue to exceed what can be supported by the reported descriptive calculations.
Decision rationale. The revision is more extensive than the first submission and several presentation problems were addressed. Nevertheless, the central validity concerns - reproducible population construction, verified variables, explicit missing-data denominators, physically plausible derived quantities, formal group comparisons, and auditable correlations - remain unresolved, and the revised numerical output contains new or continuing internal contradictions. Correcting this record would require a code-supported reconstruction and independent validation of the dataset and analysis, followed by a substantially rewritten interpretation. I therefore recommend rejection of the present manuscript at this time, while certainly leaving open the possibility of a new submission after a complete and independently checked reanalysis.
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