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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.
	Comparing normal and millisecond pulsars within a common catalogue-based framework is potentially useful to the pulsar and neutron-star community. A validated analysis of a large ATNF sample could quantify differences in rotation, magnetic field, energetics, age, and Galactic distribution, and could provide a reproducible reference for future population studies. The manuscript therefore addresses a relevant scientific topic and uses a potentially valuable dataset. However, the present version contains major problems in parameter identification, units, transformations, missing-data handling, statistical methodology, and figure/table labeling; these must be corrected before the conclusions can be considered reliable. Overall, this paper has the potential to contribute to the field of astronomy. 
	



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 - Good
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	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 - Good
	

	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 - Satisfactory
	

	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 - Good
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	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
	1 - Poor
	

	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
	N/A - Not Applicable
	

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

	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


	1 - Poor
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	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 - Needs Improvement
	




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 clear and identifies the two populations and the data source. If the analysis remains primarily descriptive, consider "A Descriptive Statistical Comparison of Normal and Millisecond Pulsars in the ATNF Pulsar Catalogue" to avoid implying a more complete inferential characterization.
	

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

	Rewrite the abstract only after a complete data audit and reanalysis. State the catalogue version/access date, explicit NP/MP classification rule, per-variable sample sizes and missing-data handling, transformations, and statistical uncertainty. Correct notation and units, report only validated values, and remove causal or model-confirming claims that the analysis does not establish.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The broad population contrast is plausible, but the submitted analysis is not currently reliable. Major corrections are required:
1. Rebuild the data dictionary and audit every table against the source catalogue. The methods state 20 parameters, whereas Tables 1 and 2 contain 21. Several labels or values appear displaced: row 14 is labeled "spin down age (G)" although the values resemble surface magnetic field; PMTOT is reported near 10^-15 to 10^-21 mas/yr; transverse velocities are 10^6 to 10^9 km/s, far above physical limits; and the following rows appear to contain proper-motion and velocity values. Give exact ATNF field names, definitions, units, valid n, and plausibility checks.
2. Report the catalogue release and access date, reproducible query, inclusion/exclusion criteria, exact normal-versus-millisecond classification rule, treatment of binaries and subtypes, Jodrell Bank merge procedure, duplicate handling, and missing-value rules. Per-variable sample sizes are essential because catalogue completeness differs strongly by parameter.
3. Explain every transformation. The text says skewness and kurtosis were computed on logarithmic scales, but F-dot, RM, and X/Y/Z can be zero or negative. State the log base and any absolute-value or sign-preserving transformation. Define whether kurtosis is excess or Pearson. Recompute with validated data, report medians/IQRs and uncertainty, and add formal group comparisons and effect sizes.
4. Pearson correlation alone is insufficient for highly skewed, outlier-prone data. Provide scatterplots, n, confidence intervals or p-values, robust or Spearman sensitivity analyses, and multiple-testing control. Regression is described in the methods but not reported. Period and frequency are mathematically dependent and should not be presented as an independent physical discovery.
5. Revise the physical interpretation. Negative skew is repeatedly described with the wrong tail direction; faster rotation decreases rather than increases the light-cylinder radius; the statement that MPs have larger average distances conflicts with Table 1; and hypervelocity, kick, "homogeneous/log-normal," and "proof" claims are not established by skewness and kurtosis alone.
6. Recreate Tables 1-3 and Figures 1-9 at publication quality. Multiple captions and axes are mismatched, symbols are missing, units are inconsistent, and Table 3 lacks parameter names, sample sizes, and uncertainty. Provide the extraction and analysis code or a complete reproducible workflow, then recalculate the abstract, discussion, and conclusions.
	

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

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

	NO. Several works cited in the text are absent from the reference list, including Mingarelli et al. (2020), Cognard et al. (2021), Kramer et al. (2021), Maan and Desai (2023), and Liu et al. (2023), while at least one listed item appears uncited. Perform a complete citation/reference cross-check, verify bibliographic details and DOIs, cite the exact ATNF catalogue version/query documentation and Jodrell Bank data source, and add recent, directly relevant population-analysis and statistical-method references.
	

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

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

	NO. 
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