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	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 current case report is pertinent to reconstructive surgery after Fournier’s gangrene, which is known to be accompanied by considerable morbidity. The case report under consideration is documented in such a way that it demonstrates usefulness in functional reconstructive surgery of this nature along with aesthetic results as far as perineoscrotal reconstructive surgery is concerned, using a long-pedicle medial thigh fasciocutaneous flap harvest. The current case report is pertinent to urologic surgeons performing reconstructive surgery in this area, especially in young males.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. It clearly states the reconstructive technique, anatomical site, and underlying pathology.
	

	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 complete and properly laid out. The background, case presentation, surgical procedure, complications, and results have all been properly highlighted in this abstract. No additions are required in this section, although word polishing is recommended in areas such as descriptions of staged reconstruction and postoperative results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically valid. The clinical management, reconstructive reasoning, and surgical methods are up to date and underpinned by the literature. The discussion effectively compares other reconstructive alternatives, and the flap chosen is justified. The conclusions are validated by the data and reconstructive outcome.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The citations are relevant, apt, and comprise both classic and contemporary literature. The citations sufficiently establish the context, discussion, and findings. There are no important citations that are missing. The minor consistency issues in formatting can be checked according to the journal requirements.
	

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


	The language used in the paper seems generally lucid for academic communication. There are some minute grammatical mistakes, repeated sentences, and stylistic variations, especially in the discussion section of the paper. Attention should be paid to the revision of the language and grammar.
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