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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 case report addresses an important topic in neuro-urology, particularly the management of neurogenic detrusor overactivity secondary to spinal cord injury. The manuscript highlights the therapeutic role of percutaneous tibial nerve stimulation (PTNS) in patients who are refractory to anticholinergic therapy. Given the growing interest in minimally invasive neuromodulation techniques, the report contributes useful clinical evidence that may support treatment decisions in similar scenarios. The long follow-up period further strengthens the clinical relevance of the case.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable.
Suggested minor correction for clarity and grammar:
“Percutaneous tibial nerve stimulation for detrusor overactivity secondary to spinal cord injury: a case report”
	

	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 generally informative; however, several improvements are needed:

· Correct grammatical errors (e.g., “PTNS were effective and safety” → “PTNS was effective and safe”).

· Clarify baseline vs follow-up measurements (e.g., specify time-points consistently as “months”).

· Improve flow by reducing repetition of outcomes already stated in the text.

· Correct spelling (“3month”, “18 month”) → “3 months”, “18 months”.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically coherent and clinically relevant. The case description is detailed, and the discussion appropriately integrates existing evidence on PTNS for NDO secondary to SCI. However, methodological clarity should be improved, particularly regarding:

· the patient’s prior treatments,

· the exact PTNS protocol,

· definition of urodynamic parameters measured at each time-point.

Figures should include clearer captions and improved labelling to facilitate interpretation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally adequate and include recent and relevant studies.
Suggestions:

· Correct formatting inconsistencies (capitalisation, journal names, spacing).

· Verify reference numbers 2 and 3, as the numbering appears misaligned.


	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate language revision. Several sentences present grammatical errors, inconsistent verb tenses, missing articles, and typographical issues. A full English language edit is recommended to ensure clarity and scholarly communication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Consider restructuring the case presentation for better chronological flow.

  Remove duplicated sections (e.g., “Consent” paragraph appears twice).

  Figures need higher resolution and consistent formatting.

  The conclusion should be rewritten with a stronger take-home message and corrected grammar.
: The manuscript is clinically relevant and scientifically sound but requires language editing, clarification of methodology, correction of duplicated content, and improved figure quality.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical concerns, but the section should be clarified.
Comments:

· The manuscript states twice that informed consent was obtained; one instance should be removed.

· Ethical approval should specify institutional review board (IRB) or ethics committee details, if applicable.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues identified in the manuscript
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism concerns detected. The manuscript appears original, although some background sentences closely follow previous publications; these should be rewritten in the authors’ own words.
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	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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