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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with 

reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 

mandatory that authors should write his/her 

feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

I cannot tell from the methods the experimental design of this 

study.  Was it 3 females and 3 males per aquarium, or just 3 

females, or 3 cohorts?  How many aquaria were used? Were 

the statistics run using fish as the experimental unit or the 

aquaria? If the fish were used, then this could be a fatal flaw 

because if the treatments were applied to different aquaria, 

then the aquaria are the experimental unit. It is impossible to 

evaluate the results from this paper without a clear 

understanding of the methods. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Can’t tell what the error bars in the figures signify – SD, SE??? 

 

English grammar needs a little work 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

lines 56 and 57 show bias in the study.  If the researchers 

undertook this study to “reinforce regulation and policies…”, it 

says to me that they are not necessarily approaching this with 

an open mind and are likely to interpret the results in the way 

that reinforces regulation.  What would they have done if the 

results showed less regulation was required? 
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