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PART 1: Review Comments

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

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

1. Manuscript addresses a topic of paramount importance to current scientific
knowledge

2. Titleis suitable. however, | suggest putting Class and order of the subjects studied
for better understanding. Example: Wistar Rats (Class: order); Momordica Charantia
(Class: order)

3. The abstract is objective and clear. However, it is necessary to describe (briefly) how
the histomorphological investigations were analyzed (example: what type of
microscope? tissues were stained? sectioned?)... information is relevant and
pertinent here.

4. Yes. It's appropriate.

5. Yes. | consider the manuscript scientifically correct and adequate to academic
norms, including the opinion of the ethics committee for the use of laboratory
animals.

6. The references are recent and sufficient for presentation, execution and discussion
of the presented work. However, a great formatting and standardization of the norms
is necessary.

COMMENTS:

The text requires formatting the rules, for example: spacing between lines, paragraph
alignment, justified text....... these rules are on the page of the journal. Required for
publication.

In, EXPERIMENTAL ANIMALS, There were 25 male and 25 female (50 rats in total)?

If there were 25 rats, how many males? how many females? were 5 rats, randomly chosen,
placed in each experimental group?

In the DISCUSSION section, the paragraphs are long, | suggest dividing them for better
reading and understanding. In addition, a broader discussion is lacking, especially of the
results found in the testicles of males.

Minor REVISION comments
1. Islanguage/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

YES.

Optional/General comments
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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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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