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PART 2: 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 Manuscript describes the effects of organophosphatecompounds on testicular spermatogenic morphology andmotility in an animal model to depict likely effects onhumans. This is a topical issue of interest to andrologistsand reproductive health experts as well to theagricultural sector in view of the implication of pesticidesto human/animal reproductive health.However, in the present format of the manuscript, thereare a lot of queries which diminishes the weight of thedata presented;Title is misleading..there is no justification for‘reproductive toxicity’ by mere sperm structure/motilityassessment. Was there a mating test carried out to checkif these sperm cells were actually not capable offertilisation? I rather suggest authors amend to the title“spermatogenic alterations induced by organophosporuscompounds profenofos, chlorpyrifos in mice”.In the same vein, teratogenicity studies carried out aremerely examination of nuclei as stained in sections. Thisis not enough to conclude succinctly!The method section is unclear and appears very tardy indescription; how were the sperm cells sampled, was itfrom whole testis or epididymis? This was not stated?And why the choice of whole testis tissue?They are lots of ambiguous statements that authors justparroted , eg, see concluding paragraph (page 3)……‘Finally, we can conclude that tested pesticides cancause male reproductive system abnormalities thatinclude reduced sperm production and/or fertilizing
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capability.’…this is unacceptable in the basis of thispreliminary work which just shows sperm structure,motility and nuclei morphology! Safe the testis, therewere no other male reproductive organs sampled, nofertility tests done. This conclusion is therefore burgoosand must be redone in line with data presented.There are several grammatical flaws in the Ms makingclarity heinous!
Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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