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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 is important for the scientific community because it provides detailed experimental evidence on the sublethal effects of the strobilurin fungicide picoxystrobin on a widely distributed and ecologically relevant freshwater fish species, Oreochromis niloticus. The study integrates behavioural, respiratory, and histopathological biomarkers, offering a comprehensive assessment of pesticide-induced stress that goes beyond conventional acute toxicity endpoints. By focusing on chronic exposure and organ-level damage, the work fills a notable knowledge gap, particularly for riverine fish species from developing regions where pesticide use is intensive. The findings contribute valuable data for environmental risk assessment, biomonitoring programs, and the development of more sustainable pesticide management strategies in aquatic ecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of the article generally reflects the subject matter of the work, but it is too general and does not fully convey the scientific depth and specificity of the research conducted. The phrase ‘Impacts of Strobilurin Fungicides’ does not specify which effects are being studied, and the use of the term ‘Tilapia’ without the Latin name of the species reduces the scientific accuracy of the title and makes it less informative for an international audience. I think a more specific title is needed, or at least ‘Oreochromis niloticus’ should be added in brackets after Tilapia.
	

	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 generally informative and reflects the main objectives, methods and key results of the study. It clearly identifies the object of study, the fungicide used, the duration of the experiment, as well as the main behavioural, respiratory and histopathological effects, providing a general overview of the content of the work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and meets the basic requirements for experimental research in ecotoxicology and aquatic biology. The research objective is clearly stated, the methodology is adequate for the tasks set, and the choice of behavioural, respiratory and histopathological indicators is justified and widely used in similar studies. The results obtained are logically presented and discussed in the context of previously published studies, which confirms their scientific validity.

At the same time, there are certain aspects that could be improved to increase the scientific rigour of the work. In particular, it would be desirable to justify the choice of experimental concentrations of picoxystrobin more clearly and to indicate their ecological relevance. Also, the statistical processing of the data is described rather briefly and could be presented in more detail (for example, indicating the tests used and the level of significance for all parameters). These comments are of a clarifying nature and do not diminish the overall scientific correctness and value of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references is quite comprehensive and up-to-date, but the references to the methodology of the studies conducted are confusing. Is it really necessary to refer to articles from 1948-2000? Are there no more recent studies? Perhaps these are fundamental studies, in which case it makes sense to refer to full-fledged sources (monographs) rather than articles. I consider references to https://www.fao.org, rather than specific pages, to be inappropriate.
	

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


	The manuscript's English is acceptable for scientific communication purposes, and the text is understandable.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Stanislav Dushkin, Kharkiv National Automobile and Highway University, Ukraine
