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1. The general setting-out should be revised, with much of what is currently
under "Conclusions" reorganised under "Discussion" and a shorter, sharp
conclusion drawn.
2. The authors need to list the type of equipment used.
3. The images have not reproduced well in the format in which they are
currently
displayed. The resolution is poor.
In terms of specific questions:
1. The conclusions (as mentioned, most of which are currently a discussion)
need to be more thoroughly supported by detailed data of peak systolic
veolocity etc. in all cases.
2. With the article as it stands at present, appropriate drawing of
conclusions and reproducibility of results in difficult. Generally, the
paper is in the format of case presentations, rather than a series, which is
fine, but makes the conclusions stated a little thin (although the general
thrust of the paper is good).
3. In terms of adhering to standards, this is dealt with above.
4. The writing as it stands is, unfortunately, not acceptable for
publication. There are substantial errors of grammar and syntax :
e.g. "applied to our department for infertility", inappropriate use of
articles such as 'the' and 'a', and no articles where they should be (e.g.
"the" right and left testis),verbs omitted, and so on. Even the title
contains a mistake.
The paper needs to be re-written in better english.
I am also unaware of what a 'spermiogram' is.

The references are well researched and highly appropriate. Note, however,
that a reference which does not appear to belong to the paper has been
inserted above reference 1.
Generally, I believe that the authors should re-write the paper in better
english, re-organise it and re-submit it.
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