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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The study design cannot be described as “Retrospective Cross-sectional,” since a study is typically either retrospective (involving analysis of previously collected data over a defined period) or cross-sectional (assessing data at a single point in time)
A more appropriate and accurate title would be: ‘Association of Semen Quality, Lifestyle Factors, and Thyroid Dysfunction with Sperm DNA Fragmentation Index: A Record-based Cross-sectional Study’.
	

	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.


	The result section of the abstract mentions ‘Hypothyroidism (adjusted OR 4.624, p = 0.007) and low sperm count (adjusted OR 0.979, P = 0.003) independently predicted higher DFI’. 

· As per the data table 4 result section, there is decrease in odds of poor DFI, so both the statement is contradictory. The authors should review and correct this inconsistency for accurate interpretation
The conclusion section of the abstract mentions ‘Sperm DNA fragmentation was primarily influenced by semen quality’.

· This interpretation is conceptually incorrect. Sperm DNA fragmentation is a component or reflection of semen quality, not a consequence of it. Poor semen quality does not influence DNA fragmentation; rather, increased DNA fragmentation contributes to poor semen quality. 
The authors are advised to revise this statement to accurately reflect the causal relationship.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Source of Data and Study Setting: 

The manuscript does not mention the source of data or the setting of the study. The authors should provide details such as the name of the hospital or institution, its location, and the period during which the data were collected to ensure transparency and reproducibility.

Organization of Results and Discussion: 

The results and discussion have been presented together. For clarity and better readability, these sections should be separated—first presenting the results objectively, followed by a distinct discussion section interpreting the findings in the context of existing literature.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	It appears that important methodological details are missing or insufficiently reported. The authors have not mentioned the source and setting of the study, including the institution or hospital name, its location, and the period of data collection. Similarly, there is no information regarding ethical approval, such as the name of the approving ethics committee and the clearance number. The omission of these details raises concerns about the transparency and credibility of the study.

Furthermore, the inclusion and exclusion criteria described in the methodology section appear inconsistent with the stated record-based study design. For example, the inclusion criterion specifying that “samples for DFI analysis were collected within 24–36 hours of abstinence” and the exclusion of men with “a history of febrile illness within the preceding three months” suggest prospective control over data collection, which is not typically possible in a retrospective, record-based study.

This discrepancy should be clarified, and the authors should clearly explain how such criteria were ensured if data were extracted from existing records.
	


Reviewer details:

Tribhuwan Kumar, All India Institute of Medical Sciences Patna, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)



