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The text does not contain the abbreviations PHEN, ANT, and so on. 

Perhaps this means: Antrhacene, Phenanthrene and Benzo (a) pyrene solutions. 

There is no indication of the reliability of the differences in the tables (p-

value). There is no description of the number of measurements of the experiment. 

All tables and charts do not contain a note on the statistical processing method 

and characteristics of the sample. In this regard, their interpretation is 

incomprehensible: there is neither a method nor a description of what the authors 

wanted to present. 

Incorrect statistical analysis of the results, since there is no calculation of 

the significance of differences and a description of the method. Only Mean ± 

Standard Deviation (SD) values are given, which is not enough for reliable 

scientific results and conclusions, and therefore the conclusions look untenable. 

In the figures there is no standard deviation, the reliability of differences is 

not clearly marked, we have to guess which column it belongs to. Materials and 

methods are described poorly, which makes reproduction difficult. There are links 

to articles where these methods are used, but they do not give a proper idea of 

the method. 

The findings reflect the ways in which the knowledge gained is used as a 

biomarker, which is not novel (for example, this is shown in reference №17 for 

1997). In addition, the conclusions should be written more abstractly and reflect 

the real results of this author's manuscript. 

 
 
 

-  Were included the acronyms in yellow 
 
 
 

- Were included the p-value in yellow 
 
- Were included the number measurements in yellow 

 
- Were included the statistical test  in yellow 

 
 
 
 
 

- Were included the statistical differences in yellow  
 
 
 
 
 
 

- The figures are included the description of the statistical 
differences between groups.    
 
 
 

- Were included the corrections in yellow 
 
 
 

- Were included the statistical differences 
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