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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.
	It is a valuable manuscript that tackles an important problem in mathematical ecology and studies the interaction of stage structure, predator induced fear, herd behaviour and gestation delay in predator-prey dynamics. The mixture of juvenile and adult prey stages and the inclusion of a square-root functional response and delayed predator recruitment is a mathematically interesting extension of the classical predator–prey models. The analysis of the instability and Hopf bifurcation induced by the delay is of special interest for the study of ecological systems. The positivity, boundedness, equilibrium analysis, characteristic equations, and the use of transversality and center-manifold/normal-form analysis are potentially useful analytical treatments. The numerical validation, however, should be greatly improved, especially in view of the fact that the trajectories presented in Figures 3 and 4 do not seem to verify the existence of a stable periodic orbit and stable positive coexistence equilibrium. Ms_ABAARJ_2899
	



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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	NA
	

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

	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


	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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.

	Yes
The title appropriately reflects the mathematical subject and major mechanisms investigated. A minor shortening could improve readability, but no major change is necessary.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Yes
The abstract adequately summarizes the model, analytical approach, and principal conclusions. However, the authors should include the principal numerical values of the critical delay and Hopf frequency and briefly identify the parameter set used for numerical validation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
The manuscript is on a relevant topic in mathematical ecology and has a potentially interesting combination of stage structure, a fear of predators, herd behavior, and a gestation delay. The analytical framework encompasses positivity, boundedness, equilibrium analysis, Routh–Hurwitz stability, characteristic equations, transversality and center-manifold/normal-form analysis. I think it's a good idea to revise the numerical portion of the essay a great deal before it can be published, as some of the main arguments are not substantiated by the numbers. Specifically, the authors present the limit cycle in Figure 3 as "stable", and the plotted trajectories seem to indicate that there is a large transient response prior to convergence, not periodic behaviour. In the same way, it is stated in Figure 4 that convergence occurs to a positive coexistence equilibrium, while the plotted trajectories seem to converge towards the values near zero. The discrepancies have to be corrected by checking the values of the parameters, the equilibrium calculation, the initial conditions, the values of the delays, and the MATLAB dde23 simulation.
The authors should also give the numerical values of the positive root of the characteristic polynomial, the Hopf frequency, the critical delay, the transversality derivative, and the normal-form/Lyapunov coefficient. The complete set of parameters should be given in a tabular format for the numerical results to be reproducible.
The manuscript may be helpful for the delay-induced bifurcation analysis in predator–prey systems if numerical results are corrected and verified to be consistent with the analytical ones.

The overall mathematical structure is suitable, with some of the numerical evidence needing to be checked. In particular, the trajectory displayed in Figure 3 and 4 do not seem to clearly correspond to the stated stable limit cycle and stable positive coexistence equilibrium. The authors must confirm the MATLAB implementation, parameter values, the computation of the equilibrium, the critical delay, initial conditions, and the numerical solver settings. The report should also include the numerical values of the transversality and normal form calculations, in order to verify the claimed supercritical and orbitally stable Hopf bifurcation.

	

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

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

	Yes
The reference list is relevant and contains several recent papers, including works from 2023, 2024, and 2026. Ms_ABAARJ_2899 However, additional recent studies directly combining stage structure, fear, herd behaviour, and gestation delay would improve the positioning of the present contribution.


	

	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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