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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	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.


	This paper is of great importance to the scientific and clinical community, particularly as relates to sexual health research within South Asia. Through the creation and validation of a culturally modified Bangla version of the International Index of Erectile Function (IIEF), it fills an essential gap among standardized ED assessment tools for Bengali-speaking communities. This local adaptation improves diagnostic precision, allows for proper management, and enables cross-cultural research on sexual dysfunction. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is slightly long and awkward phrasing. It also has the missing article ("the") before International Index of Erectile Function. The title should also mention the type of validation (e.g., linguistic, psychometric).
I would suggest an alternative title as “Development and psychometric validation of the Bangla-speaking population of the International Index of Erectile Function (IIEF)”


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes, the abstract of your article is well-structured and informative, covering all essential components — background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion. However, it can be made more comprehensive & precise with the following suggestions:
1. Clarify study design more explicitly. Suggest saying: "This was a cross-sectional validation study..."

2. Include more on psychometric testing details- Briefly mention the number of factors identified in factor analysis or explain the structure retained.

3. Avoid redundancy- For example, “Bangla version of International Index of Erectile Function (IIEF)” is repeated too often.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, your manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of structure, methodology, and content but some minor revisions are required.
1. KMO value is reported inconsistently: In the Abstract, KMO = 0.82 (which is excellent), but in the discussion, it says KMO = 0.551 (which is mediocre). Confirm and keep only one correct KMO value throughout the manuscript. If 0.82 is correct, then the data is adequately suited for factor analysis. If 0.551 is correct, you must acknowledge it as a limitation in factor extraction.

2. In the discussion, you state that α = 0.652 is within the "adequate" range (0.64–0.85), which is borderline. But in psychometrics, subscales with α < 0.6 are often considered unreliable unless strongly justified.

3. The sentence in the scree plot paragraph is incomplete: “The eigenvalues dropped below 1 after the fifth factor. the internal consistency of the IIEF Bangla questionnaire.” Which is likely a copy-paste error.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Revisions required
1. Reference [1] is misplaced and irrelevant to the topic (mostly unrelated content about decision-making and substance use in older people). Replace with a more relevant DSM-5 citation for sexual disorders.
2. Add modern IIEF validation references- Zhao et al. 2021; Althof et al. 2017
3. Add methodological psychometric sources- Boateng et al. 2018; De Vet et al. 2011

4. Consider reducing older/less relevant citations (pre-2010 unless seminal)- e.g., Coward & Carson (2008), Kaplan (2013 reprint of older work)
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Some sentences are awkward or overly wordy:
1. “The more it is, to 1 is more reliable.”
It may better rewrite as “The closer Cronbach’s alpha is to 1, the higher the internal consistency of the scale.”

2. Inconsistent use of punctuation and improper capitalization:
“The eigenvalues dropped below 1 after the fifth factor. the internal consistency of the IIEF Bangla questionnaire.”

3. “The Bangla version of the International Index of Erectile Function (IIEF)...” is repeated multiple times in a single paragraph.
After first use, refer to it as “Bangla IIEF” consistently.

4. Some sections lack academic tone.

Example: “The Bangla IIEF was developed through rigorous translation, back-translation, and expert review (4 psychiatrists, 2 translators).”

The revised version could be “The Bangla IIEF was developed using a systematic process involving forward and backward translation, followed by expert panel review consisting of four psychiatrists and two linguists.”
	

	Optional/General comments


	If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

As per the manuscript, the following ethical aspects are adequately covered:

1. Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval

2. Informed Consent by participants

3. Acknowledges adherence to privacy and autonomy principles.

However, following suggestions are recommended

1. Include the IRB approval reference number and date for transparency.

2. While confidentiality is mentioned, it is not specified how data was anonymized, stored, or protected. Briefly mention how the data were handled.

3. As the study deals with sensitive sexual health issues, it involves psychological risk or embarrassment for participants. It is suggested to add a sentence confirming that appropriate care was taken to protect participants from distress.

4. There is no mention of whether participants were compensated or informed of risks. It is suggested to include a statement on participant compensation (if any) and risk disclosure.
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