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	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 manuscript addresses a relevant and practical issue in sports medicine by comparing the effectiveness of transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation (TENS) and massage for managing delayed onset muscle soreness (DOMS) in amateur athletes. DOMS is a common problem affecting performance and recovery, and identifying optimal management strategies is valuable for athletes, coaches, and clinicians. The study's comparative approach provides direct evidence to inform treatment choices. Furthermore, the focus on a specific population (amateur athletes) and the use of both subjective (pain rating) and objective (range of motion, circumference) measures enhance the applicability and scientific contribution of the findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Comparative Effects of Transcutaneous Electrical Nerve Stimulation and Massage on Delayed Onset Muscle Soreness in Amateur Athletes in the University of Port Harcourt," is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript. It specifies the interventions, outcome, population, and setting. No alternative title is necessary.
	

	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 concise overview of the background, methodology, results, and conclusions. However, it could be improved by clarifying the sample size (as 45 were recruited but 40 completed), specifying the statistical significance of the results, and more clearly stating the main numerical findings (e.g., mean pain scores or effect sizes). The recommendation regarding massage and TENS could be more balanced, emphasizing that both have roles depending on the therapeutic goal (pain reduction vs. inflammation management).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. The study design, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and statistical analyses are appropriate for the research question. However, there are some limitations:

· The sample size is relatively small and may limit generalizability.

· Only one muscle group (biceps) and a narrow age/weight/height range were studied.

· The randomization and blinding procedures (if any) are not clearly described.

· The rationale for using only one upper limb for treatment and the other as control should be discussed in terms of potential crossover effects.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are mostly relevant and include recent literature up to 2024. However, a few more recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses on DOMS management could strengthen the background and discussion. 
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but requires editing for grammar, clarity, and conciseness to meet scholarly standards. Some sentences are lengthy or repetitive, and there are occasional typographical errors. A thorough language review is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The study addresses an important gap but would benefit from a more detailed discussion of limitations and potential confounders.

· The authors should clarify the ethical approval process and participant consent.

· Figures and tables should be checked for clarity and completeness.

· Consider discussing the potential mechanisms underlying the observed differences between massage and TENS.
The manuscript is scientifically relevant and methodologically adequate but requires major revision to address language, clarify ethical approval, improve reporting of results, and strengthen the discussion of limitations and generalizability. The study is not without merit and could be suitable for publication after substantial improvements.
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