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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Studies on the toxicological impact of pesticides are important as the pesticides have various negative impacts on the environment and indirectly on human health. Hence, these studies are important and different preventive measures need to be taken for controlling their impact.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is good.

However, the following title is suggested for better clarity.

Assessment of the impact of Monocrotophos on the Haematological and Histological parameters of the Freshwater fish Labeo rohita (Hamilton, 1822)
 
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract in nicely written.

However, The results of various parameters found in the study can be added in short.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. 

 The  technical soundness is okay.

Provide a good picture of the sample fish species so that people can easily recognize it.

Write in brief about the protocols used.

Add some more relevant  study in the  discussion.

Add some suggestions/ prevention  in the conclusion part.

Write the scientific name of the fish species in italics from.
Mention the statistical analysis software.
Graphs for erythrocyte, Hb,  and leucocyte are not clear. 

Try to give more clear graphs.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are not according to the journal guidelines (please check) and References need to be numbered in an order they appeared in the manuscript.
Few more recent and good references need to be added. You can refer the following references.

https://www.jabf.in/articles/Vol12/1/11-Khatun-etal.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejar.2023.01.003

	

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


	Yes,  the quality of the language is good, suitable for scholarly communications.


	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)

No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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