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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

The results has to be rechecked/revalidated.

1. When the the results of 300, 600, and
1200mg treatment groups are similar to
control how do the authors interpret that

eg. Serum testosterone concentration (ng/ml) in
control is 1.7 and that of group C and D are 1.5. Only
group B showed 0.5

same with testicular protein control and Group C.
only group B and D are different.

There is no uniform trend has been observed. How
do the authord justify the results.

So the results has to be revalidated

According the discussion has to be done

Comment is noted but as it is in any
experimental setup, results don’t have to follow
a particular trend in all instances. The initial
hypothesis was to see an observed trend with
respect to the different concentrations but that
was not the observation in the study.

Where necessary, additional justification have
been made in the discussion

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments

Paper can be accepted after modification of the results
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