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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
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3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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Not sufficient , requires more recent updated references especially in the discussion 
section. 
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Optional/General comments 
 

Good job. Very well written. However, how the data was analysed was not mentioned in the 
methods section. Even the result sections, this not mentioned how significant was the difference of 
the hormonal levels compared to rats given clomiphene. It is suggested for the author to use 
ANOVA test to acquire significant results. Then the results would have conclusive evidence. 
 
The Discussion section was too short. The references cited wasn’t enough. Articles to strongly 
suggest the research as being in agreement to the previous research done was not mentioned. And 
vice versa, as to make the research findings more concrete. Further improvements can be made to 
make this article to stand out among the rest if done correctly. 
 
Well done. 
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