The paper shows new findings about the phytotoxic action of six semi-synthetic coumarins, using one of the plant bioassays - Lactuca sativa L. test, in order to select the most responsive one as an herbicide. Chromosomal aberration tests and antioxidant metabolism studies were used. As a results Authors selected one of the coumarin, called A1 which showed clastogenic and aneugenic effects. These effects were not correlated with possible oxidative stress.  It is the most important result, unfortunately the Authors did not interpret it in order to possible using this coumarin as herbicide.
Other comments:
1. Table 2 - title. The word ‘Averages’ seem to be inappropriate. I will recommend: ‘The frequency of germinated seedlings… ‘.
2. Some unreasonable and difficult to perceive is to use different abbreviations to describe the effect of coumarins (NNS, G), since that they are not commonly recognized shortcuts.  
3. The frequency of chromosomal aberrations is very low (below 0.5%). In my opinion there is not enough to talk about these results as statistically significant. Especially that they are present in control material.  The statistics is crucial.
4. How Authors can explain the increased frequency of chromosomal aberrations after treatment with coumarin at the concentration 50 g.ml-1?
5. What are RL data? (line 225)
6. Cytogenotoxicity not citogenotoxicity (line 226)
7. There is no damage of cell cycle, rather disturbances. DNA can be damage.  (line 241)
8. There is speculation about the role of CDK. It is not a subject of this study.  (lines 233-243)
9. ‘Intense mitosis’ – this no correct (line 244)
10. Materials and methods 4.1.- the citation is necessary (line 275).  
11. General question - why Authors used Lactuca sativa test? there is no justification in the text. 
12. What is the mechanism of coumarin action to induce chromosomal aberrations?  

General comments
The Authors should strongly indicate what is new and novel in their studies. Some practical recommendations and ideas should be pointed out in the Conclusions. Authors tried to solve the problem, however the interpretations of the results are sometimes not correct. Many results are too briefly described. The manuscript is poorly written and thus needs clarification of the language. Therefore, the manuscript is hardly understood. There are many sentences that require rephrasing for clarity.
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