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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 presents a clinically relevant and thought-provoking case highlighting the multidimensional benefits of physiotherapy in cervical spondylosis. The novel aspect lies in the reported resolution of drug-induced erectile dysfunction following conservative rehabilitation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear but may imply a direct causal relationship between physiotherapy and reversal of drug-induced erectile dysfunction, which cannot be definitively established.

Suggested alternative:

“Resolution of Neck Pain and Recovery of Drug-Associated Erectile Dysfunction Following Conservative Management in Cervical Spondylosis: 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 well-structured and follows CARE principles. However:

1. It should clearly state that erectile dysfunction improved after both medication discontinuation and physiotherapy.

2. Add a sentence acknowledging that causality cannot be confirmed.

3. Replace “facilitating reversal” with more cautious language such as “associated with improvement.”

Suggested modification for last sentence:

“This case highlights the role of structured physiotherapy in improving pain and function and was associated with recovery of drug-related erectile dysfunction following medication cessation.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound, but there are important methodological considerations:

1. Causality issue
Erectile dysfunction improved after gabapentin discontinuation. Therefore, attributing improvement partly to physiotherapy requires extreme caution. The discussion should more clearly emphasize that drug cessation alone could explain recovery.

2. Timeline inconsistency
In one section, physiotherapy began in June 2025, while another states February 2025. This must be corrected for internal consistency.

3. Mechanistic speculation
The autonomic and endothelial hypotheses are interesting but speculative. Language should be toned down (use “may” rather than “could explain”).

4. Outcome reporting
The improvement in IIEF-5 from 10 to 25 is substantial. Clarify whether any pharmacological treatment for ED was used (e.g., sildenafil). If not, explicitly state so.

5. Clinical tests mentioned
Author  mention Spurling’s test and compression/distraction tests in discussion, but they are not described in the case presentation section. They should be added to the physical exam section.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are recent and generally appropriate (2021–2025).
Suggestions:

1. Consider adding:

· A reference specifically on gabapentin-induced erectile dysfunction prevalence.

· A reference on minimal clinically important difference (MCID) for IIEF-5 if available.

· A guideline reference for cervical spondylosis conservative management (e.g., international spine guidelines).

2. Reference 11 appears incomplete (“[pages]”) and needs correction.


	

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


	Language is generally strong and academically appropriate.
	

	Optional/General comments


	None
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)
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