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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 
 

 
Although the content is not huge, the authors could establish what they wanted to 
establish. One thing should take into consideration that, how the findings will 
contribute to the field of study - please write in detail about this issue. 
 
The method (Semen color) used in this study is not as reliable as some new methods, 
and the results provided in the manuscript are hard to interpret. For example, the 
same conditions should be given when distinguishing the color of semen in the 
manuscript (tube and equal volume). In addition, opinions about the time of 
coagulation after semen collection and the impact of the external environment on the 
sperm are important. 
 
A comparison of semen collection devices through a simple illustration will make this 
study easier to understand. 
 
The discussion section needs more improvement focusing on the novelty of the study. 
 
Limitations of the study can be mentioned at the end of the Discussion section. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
The references part indicates that very few recently published articles are cited. 
Please do this suggestion effected in the revised version. 
 
Minor, but there are some grammatical errors. 
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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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