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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 publication is significant as it provides histological evidence of cypermethrin's lethal effects on non-target aquatic species, specifically examining gill tissue damage in Heteropneustes fossilis. It enhances understanding of the impacts of pyrethroids pesticides on fish physiology and respiratory functions. The findings serve as a baseline for Eco toxicological evaluations and risk assessments in freshwater ecosystems and support the call for stricter regulations and environmentally friendly pesticide practices to protect aquatic biodiversity.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable.

	

	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 effectively outlines the study's objective, design, and key histopathological findings regarding cypermethrin's cytotoxic impact on the gill tissues of Heteropneustes fossilis. It could be improved by including the ecological or toxicological significance of the findings for environmental risk assessment and clarifying the exposure concentration's relevance. Minor language refinements and reducing repetitive phrases would enhance readability and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, it is good
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, but some references could be improved by incorporating more recent studies from the last 3–4 years.
	

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


	The manuscript's English is generally understandable but not yet suitable for scholarly communication. It contains grammatical errors, long or unclear sentences, inconsistent technical terminology, and improper flow. A thorough revision by a professional editor is recommended, focusing on sentence structure, terminology consistency, reducing redundancy, improving transitions, and correcting errors. Enhancing the language will significantly improve clarity and impact.


	

	Optional/General comments


	NO
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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