
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Disease and Global Health

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JODAGH_13807

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	ASSOCIATION OF TESTOSTERONE WITH MARKERS OF INFLAMMATION IN MEN WITH INFERTIITY IN IMO STATE, NIGERIA

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The topic is relevant and timely, as inflammation-related hypogonadism is still not well studied in African populations. This research provides valuable local insights that could help improve diagnostic and preventive approaches for male infertility. Nevertheless, the manuscript needs clearer methodological descriptions and some editorial refinements before it can meet the standards required for publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“INFERTIITY” contains a typographical error and should read “INFERTILITY
	

	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 abstract provides a reasonable summary of the study but lacks key methodological and statistical information. It does not indicate which statistical tests were applied (for example, one-way ANOVA, post-hoc analysis, or t-test), The units for testosterone are also inconsistent (ng/mL vs. ng/dL).

It would strengthen the abstract to:

· Clearly state the statistical tests used, both in the abstract and in the captions of each table (e.g., “p-values obtained from one-way ANOVA”).

· Specify a clear significance threshold, such as “Results were considered statistically significant at p ≤ 0.05 and not significant when p > 0.05.”

· Revise the concluding sentence to avoid implying causation and instead use associative language (e.g., “suggests an association between inflammation and impaired spermatogenesis”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study raises an important clinical question and uses an appropriate design for comparing the three groups. However, the statistical description is unclear. The authors mention both ANOVA and t-tests without specifying which type was used or whether assumptions like normality and homogeneity were tested. A one-way ANOVA seems most suitable, and if post-hoc comparisons were done, the method should be stated. It is also essential to clarify whether the t-test was independent or paired.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several citations lack publication years or consistent formatting. Consistent citation style and inclusion of DOIs are also recommended.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable but needs language polishing. Some sentences are too long or repetitive, and there are minor grammar and capitalization issues. The tone should be more concise and objective. In the discussion, causal terms such as “causes” or “leads to” should be replaced with associative phrasing like “is associated with” or “may contribute to.” Professional editing is recommended to improve clarity and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the study is relevant and regionally significant, but several areas need improvement. The statistical methods should be clearly described, including the test type and significance threshold. Ethical approval details must be added. The discussion should avoid causal interpretations and include a brief section on study limitations and future implications. Minor language editing will also enhance readability and presentation quality.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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