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	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.


	Initially review summarizes the effects of some commonly used plant growth regulators (PGR) on the plant organisms. Afterwards it analyses in brief the effects and accumulation of the PGR-s in the soil, environment and organisms. Further follows the largest section that deals of each major type toxicity studied in mammal organisms. The review can be useful for researchers and farmers alike. However before acceptance the manuscript should be revised carefully as there are plenty of issues and errors as described in detail it the attached reviewed manuscript.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Almost! The review deals only with some of the PGR-s classes/types and their commercial products. So here is the proposal for new title:
Old:

MAMMALIAN TOXICITY OF COMMERCIALLY USED PLANT GROWTH REGULATORS: A COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW

New:

MAMMALIAN TOXICITY OF SOME COMMERCIALLY COMMONLY USED PLANT GROWTH REGULATORS: A COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW
	

	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.


	There are issues with the abstract – please see the remarks and corrections in the reviewed manuscript for details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are issues with the article – please see the remarks and corrections in the reviewed manuscript for details.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are 42 references, which seems to be OK for such review article. However, their number should increase when the pointed issues got fixed and appropriate references got added. Nearly 83% of the references are from this century, which seems to be OK.
	

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


	Some linguistic errors were observed and corrected throughout the text.
“Giberellins” are systematically misspelled – it should be “Gibberellins”!

Some errors are marked with YELLOW, you should remove it after correction.
Check also the comments, so that you can make the needed corrections.

Many of the linguistic errors were corrected at the beginning, so that the authors can get an idea what is problematic. But the remaining part they should do it themselves as I’m not their English proofing editor.

Quite often the authors do not put stop mark at the end of the sentences, for example…
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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