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	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	There are two major issues with the revision of the manuscript:

1. Firstly, the authors reject the recommendations for an alternative statistically valuation of the variability. They state that:
‘it provides consistent results for the investigated parameters. The authors believe that the use of LSD does not affect the validity or interpretation of the results, as all comparisons were clearly significant and supported by the presented data.’
Providing consistent results and supporting the presented data does not validate the use of a particular statistical methodology.

2. Secondly, the data presented in tables 3 through 8, indicate in the legend that the mean and standard deviations are presented. However none of these tables contain standard deviation values, only the means and an indication of those which are significantly different based on their statistical interpretation. These tables need to be fully populated with the data.
	The statistical analysis has been revised according to the reviewer’s comment. Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test was applied for multiple comparisons at p ≤ 0.05. The results and tables have been updated accordingly. The overall trends and interpretations remained consistent, with only minor adjustments in significance among some treatments
The authors sincerely appreciate this careful observation. We apologize for this unintended omission. The standard deviation (SD) values were inadvertently not included in Tables 3–8. All tables have now been thoroughly revised and updated to present both means and their corresponding standard deviations.
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