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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 provides a comprehensive evaluation of seasonal and age-related physiological dynamics in Cyprinus carpio haematopterus cultured under temperate aquaculture conditions. By integrating multiple physiological indices (CF, SCF, HSI, and GSI), the study offers valuable insights into growth, energy allocation, and reproductive timing in relation to environmental seasonality. The findings are particularly relevant for temperate aquaculture systems, where seasonal fluctuations strongly influence fish performance. The work contributes practical, evidence-based recommendations for broodstock management, feeding strategies, and optimal harvest timing, thereby strengthening the scientific basis for adaptive aquaculture management.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope, variables, species studied, and aquaculture context of the research.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is comprehensive, well-structured, and effectively summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and applied significance of the study. Quantitative results are clearly presented, and the seasonal and age-related trends are logically interpreted.

Suggestion:
· A brief mention of the statistical approach (e.g., two-way ANOVA) could be added to further strengthen methodological clarity, though this is optional and not essential.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design, sampling strategy, physiological indices, and statistical analyses are appropriate and well justified. The interpretations are consistent with established principles of fish physiology and life-history theory. The discussion effectively integrates current literature and explains observed seasonal and age-related patterns in a biologically meaningful manner.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, relevant, and include a good balance of classical and recent literature. Recent references (up to 2023) are appropriately cited, and all major physiological concepts are well supported.

Optional suggestion:
· Inclusion of 1–2 recent studies specifically addressing temperate carp aquaculture physiology or broodstock management could further enhance the literature base, but this is not mandatory.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, precise, and professional scientific English. Terminology is used correctly, arguments are logically structured, and the manuscript meets the standards of international scholarly communication. Only very minor copy-editing (if any) may be required.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well organized, methodologically rigorous, and provides strong applied relevance. The separation of CF and SCF interpretations is particularly commendable and adds methodological clarity. Figures and statistical interpretations are clear and well aligned with the results.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues are identified. Fish handling, anesthesia, and sampling procedures are described adequately and follow accepted ethical and welfare guidelines for aquaculture research.
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