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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	With increase in food insecurity, farmer have resorterd to use of various pesticides for the control of pests in farmlands. Imidocloprid which is a new class of synthetic neonocotinoid pesticide is difficult to decompose therefore increasing the possibility of exposure to humans either directly or by ingestion. These compounds are toxic and have been linked to a number of conditions. This study worked to establish the toxicity of imidocloprid on human reproductive systems using rats as study samples. This study is important because it reaffirms the already confirmed toxic implication of pesticide hence, imidocloprid exposure to humans using animal models.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear and appropriate. However, for the sake of specificity and replication of study, author is advised to add “Swiss albino” in the title since there are other strains of Mus musculus.
RATING =  4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract is comprehensive. However, I author should remove the paragraph. Abstracts are usually written in a single paragraph
RATING = 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Keywords are useful and appropriate. However, I suggest author replaces “scientifically” with “body weight” since it aligns with the study and is more specific to the study title, aim and objectives.
RATING = 4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The background information is relatively sufficient for a scholarly publication.
RATING = 4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The research objectives are clearly stated in the body of the manuscript
RATING = 5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is relevant. However, there is need to update a few of the reference with a more recent publications. Author should also consider referencing some of the strong statements in the “INTRODUCTION” section of the manuscript
RATING = 3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The methodology is appropriate and scientifically applicable and can be replicated.
RATING = 5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ethical consideration was not mentioned. Author is advised to add ethical consideration or report from appropriate institutional authorities.
RATING = 1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are clearly presented. However, the description of the results included implication of results which should be moved to the discussion section.
RATING = 4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The tables and figures are necessary for clarity of result presentation.
RATING =5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion clearly relate findings to existing literature.
RATING = 5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusion is clearly supportive of the data. 
RATING = 5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Limitation of study is not stated in the manuscript.
RATING = 1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The references are relevant but not sufficient.
RATING = 2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript is written in clear, understandable and scholarly language.
RATING = 5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is clear and appropriate. However, for the sake of specificity and replication of study, author is advised to add “Swiss albino” in the title since there are other strains of Mus musculus. Author should consider to adopt “Imidacloprid-Induced Changes in Body Weight and Reproductive Organ Weight in Mus musculus (Swiss albino)”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Abstract is comprehensive. However, author should consider merging the abstract into a single paragraph. Abstracts are a single paragraphed summary of a study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
Author is advised to reference  strong statements which are not referenced in the body of the manuscript. Also, author should consider to use more recent studies as reference since some of the referenced used are stale and old.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES.
Author is advised to mention the ethical approval for the study from the institution’s appropriate authorities. 
	



PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Author is advised to add the URL or DOI of the references listed at the reference section. However, this is subject to the approval of the editor if the journal can permit APA references without DOI or URL of references. 
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