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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript addresses male infertility through a comprehensive, evidence-based synthesis of current etiologies, diagnostic pathways, and management strategies, making it highly relevant to the scientific and clinical community. The inclusion of updated AUA (2024) and EAU (2025) guidelines enhances its value by aligning recommendations with the most recent standards of care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title “Evidence-Based Approaches to Male Infertility: Current Standards and Future Directions” is appropriate, informative, and accurately reflects the content.

Suggested alternative (optional):
“Male Infertility: Etiology, Evidence-Based Management, and Emerging Therapeutic Advances”
	

	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 is comprehensive, well-structured, and accurately summarizes the main etiologies, diagnostic steps, and therapeutic strategies. It highlights guideline updates and emerging topics, which enhances its clarity and relevance.

Suggested improvements:
Consider reducing the number of examples in the etiopathogenesis section to make the abstract more concise.
You may specify 1–2 key numerical findings (e.g., prevalence percentages, guideline recommendations) to strengthen the abstract.
A concluding sentence summarizing the manuscript’s contribution to future research directions may improve the final impression.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, well-referenced, and reflects current evidence and guideline-based recommendations. The etiological sections are highly accurate, especially the genetic, hormonal, and anatomical chapters. The diagnostic and management sections follow current AUA/EAU guidance.
The emerging therapies (probiotics, stem cells, nutraceuticals) are appropriately discussed with clear differentiation between established evidence and experimental data. No major scientific inaccuracies were found.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are abundant, relevant, and include many high-quality and recent publications (Lancet 2021, EAU 2025 update, Cochrane 2022, systematic reviews 2021–2025).
They appropriately support the statements throughout the manuscript.

Suggested additions (optional):
A recent review on sperm DNA fragmentation (2021–2024) to strengthen sections discussing oxidative stress and ROS-related pathology.
Overall, reference quality and recency are adequate.
	

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

	The English language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, coherent, and academically appropriate. Minor proofreading may further improve flow and reduce occasional long sentences, but overall language quality is high.




	

	Optional/General comments

	
Figures and tables are useful and enhance comprehension, especially the diagnostic algorithm and antioxidant mechanisms table.
The manuscript is lengthy but well-organized; adding short sub-summaries at the end of major sections may improve readability.


	





	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No ethical concerns were identified. The manuscript does not include identifiable patient data and reports that ethical approval and consent were obtained as required.
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