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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.


	The manuscript addresses an important aspect of aquatic ecotoxicology by evaluating the cytotoxic and histopathological effects of the pyrethroid pesticide cypermethrin on the gill tissues of the air-breathing catfish Heteropneustes fossilis. Given the extensive agricultural use of pyrethroids and their inevitable entry into aquatic ecosystems, such studies are relevant for understanding sub-lethal and lethal impacts on non-target organisms. The work contributes baseline histopathological data that may be useful for environmental monitoring and pesticide risk assessment. The findings add to existing literature by reinforcing gill tissue as a sensitive biomarker of pesticide toxicity.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Histopathological Effects of Cypermethrin on Gill Tissues of the Air-Breathing Catfish Heteropneustes fossilis


	

	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 summarizes the objective, exposure conditions, and key histopathological findings adequately. However, it is somewhat repetitive in describing experimental details and lacks emphasis on the ecological or toxicological significance of the results. The abstract would benefit from concise language, correction of grammatical errors, and inclusion of a brief concluding statement highlighting the implications of gill damage on fish physiology and survival.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design, exposure conditions, histological techniques, and interpretation of tissue-level alterations are scientifically appropriate and consistent with standard toxicological protocols. The reported lesions are well-supported by previous studies on pyrethroid toxicity in fish. However, the manuscript would be strengthened by clearer justification for the selected exposure concentration and by improving consistency in terminology and units throughout the text.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and relevant, covering both classical and recent literature on pyrethroid toxicity and fish histopathology. Inclusion of recent studies (2020–2024) enhances the scientific credibility of the manuscript. Additional references are not essential, although citing recent regulatory or environmental risk assessment reports on pyrethroids could further improve the discussion.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable but contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and awkward sentence constructions. Professional language editing is strongly recommended to improve clarity, readability, and overall presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents relevant and well-documented histopathological observations supported by photomicrographs and literature comparison. With revisions addressing language quality, title refinement, and minor methodological clarifications, the manuscript has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the field of aquatic toxicology.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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