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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	I believe this was a worthwhile study but it seems to not have reliable statistical analysis.  If this is redone or checked well, it has value.  The introduction and justification used dated literature and ignored most of the recent material. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	ok
	

	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.


	ok
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It might be, but the data need to be checked.  The standard errors seem pretty small for only 8 plants and it is not clear what the sample size was for the fish.  Also I was confused as to what the control systems were.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No.  I can attach some that have bibliographies’ that the authors could use to update their references.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	It is good, but the use of articles is not always ideal. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	I would like to see more clear results with rechecked statistical tests.  Supposedly there were ANOVAs with multiple comparisons, but is not clear what was used to determine significance and clearly there are errors in significance symbols in the tables. 
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