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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

ABSTRACT-

Too long need to revise

Line 13: ....... Ninety sexually matured Albino rats (11 groups)

The number is not tally with Linel8 that is 10 rats/group and 110/11 groups

Line 22: infected groups..... search for better word to replace ‘infected’

Result for estradiol, testis hostology and sperm profile are not reported in this Abstract
Keyword: fertility agent

What is meant by fertility agent

Keyword must include testis histology

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Line 73: ....... and milled...search for better word to replace ‘milled’

Line 74: Check the number of rats used in this experiment

Line 76 and 104-:.....28-310c....

‘oc’ is not properly written

Line 81:.....why rats in...... what is ‘why’

Line 88 — 97: Group 3....... between (bw)....what is ‘between’

Line 109: ..... and test weight...what is ‘test’

Line 129 — 132: Need to rephrase

Line 134: ..... and liver....

There is no result on liver

Need to write subtitle on Statistical Analysis

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Line 160 — 161: ....non-significant (p> 0.05)

Non-significant ‘difference’ (p>0.05)

Table is not properly written — no unit, no mean+SD, no number of rats

Table must be self-explanatory

Line 166 — 174: Group 3: ............ the powdered test substance

the powdered testsubstance(delete for all)

Testis histology results are not reported in this section

Need to write discussion of the result in comparison to other studies and justification of the results
REFERENCES

References in the text are not properly written need to check

References listed in the References section are not according to instruction to the Author of the Journal
References are outdated (the latest journal that cited was 2010). Need to get latest journal as references

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

The overall manuscript is not well written
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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