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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 review addresses an important aspect of carp seed production that has received relatively limited critical attention in recent literature. The manuscript is useful because it goes beyond the technical description of bundh breeding and examines whether the commonly claimed advantages of this method are really supported by evidence. The integration of reproductive ecology, seed quality, genetic management and reservoir stocking gives the paper a wide relevance for both aquaculture and inland fisheries management. Also, the review identifies a few important knowledge gaps that can guide future experimental work.
	




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 paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 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
	5/5 Excellent. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5. Good. The keywords are 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
	5/5. Excellent. Comprehensive and organised. The historical transition from riverine seed collection to bundh breeding and to harchery production provides a relevant context for the question addresses later in the manuscript
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. Excellent. Clearly stated and linked to the identified research gaps 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. Excellent. The included literature is relevant to the theme
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. Excellent. The review includes recent literature, but also old, but that is justified by the historical evidence. 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 Good. The search is described in a detailed manner. But the author doesn’t provide the number of records screened. Maybe a PRISMA diagram would be helpful
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5 Excellent. The manuscript distinguishes between direct evidence, observational evidence and assumptions.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5/5. Excellent. The research gaps are clearly identified. Future directions are very specific for a narrative review. Well done!
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. Excellent. The conclusions are well supported buy the evidence and the interpretation is cautious and not trying to present unverified data as facts
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. Excellent. The limitations are very well discussed and very consistent
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5. Good. The references are appropriate, but the inclusion of grey literature (even if relevant for historical evidence), means that not all sources provide the same level of scientific robustness.
	

	14. 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
	4/5. Good. Generally, well written and clear. Some sections are very dense, and some repetitions could be removed (e.g. the weakness of the evidence for seed quality, effective population size, reservoir performance are repeated)
	




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 reflects the scope of the manuscript and includes the main themes addresses in the review. The author could shorten it a little without losing the meaning
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract provides a good overview of the background, approach, major findings and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the interpretation is sound and cautious. The author should maintain a clear distinction between census broodstock size, effective breeder number (Nb) and effective population size (Ne), when discussing the potential genetic advantages of communal spawning
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the reference is appropriate, and sufficient. The review includes recent literature, but also old, but that is justified by the historical evidence.
	

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

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

	No, being a review, the ethical considerations are not necessary. 
	



Reviewer details:

Angelica Dobre, Institute of Research and Development for Aquatic Ecology, Fisheries and Aquaculture, Romania
Page 3 of 4
V240326


