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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.


	The idea of a uretero-appendiceal fistula is interesting and indeed very rare. Although the authors support this diagnosis, there is currently no imaging evidence presented to substantiate it. Including relevant imaging findings would strongly support the diagnosis and significantly enhance the scientific value and impact of this case report.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES
	

	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.
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	I THINK THEY ARE OK.
	

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


	 The text is not grammatically or syntactically sound overall. There are several grammatical and structural issues, and it lacks logical flow in several sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Regarding the patient’s evaluation in your department — what were his clinical signs? Was he febrile, and what were his vital signs? Moreover, further clarification is needed regarding the CT imaging and urography performed both preoperatively and, more importantly, postoperatively, to clearly demonstrate the regression of hydronephrosis and the restoration of normal urinary tract function.

It is also noted that a retrograde pyelogram was not conducted, which is not acceptable once such a finding was suspected and a JJ stent was in place. Furthermore, the proposed differential diagnosis of ureteric injury resulting from rectopexy does not seem reasonable, as the right colon is typically not mobilized during this procedure. Therefore, clarification is required on how the ureter could have been damaged in this context.

Additionally, there is no mention of urinary catheter removal details, postoperative drainage volume, or justification for the chosen intervals of follow-up imaging. More comprehensive information on these aspects would enhance the report’s completeness.
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