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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and clinically relevant topic related to postoperative thromboprophylaxis, medication safety, and patient adherence after total knee replacement. The case may be of interest to the scientific and clinical community because it show us how over-the-counter NSAID use and interruption of prescribed thromboprophylaxis can coincide with serious thromboembolic complications. The report also underlines the importance of patient counseling and careful postoperative follow-up. With some revision, the manuscript could provide a useful practical message for clinicians involved in perioperative management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is relevant to the subject of the manuscript and reflects the main clinical issue. However, it may benefit from slight simplification for clarity and readability. One possible alternative is:

Venous Thromboembolism after Total Knee Replacement in the Setting of Diclofenac Self-Medication and Interrupted Thromboprophylaxis: 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 provides a clear overview of the case and its clinical relevance. To further improve it, the authors could consider clarifying the name of the anticoagulant used after discharge and ensuring that the timeline presented in the abstract is fully consistent with the information in the main text and Table 1. They should also be a little more careful in using the wording regarding causality so that the abstract reflects a clinically relevant relationship without overstating the mechanistic interpretation. Overall, the abstract is adequate, but a few clarifications would strengthen it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a clinically relevant case. The overall interpretation is meaningful, and the discussion raises the important issue of closer patient review and more cautious use of medications after orthopedic surgery. However, several points require further clarification. In particular, the description of the possible role of diclofenac. The authors present this as a separate major cause. It may be better to emphasize that diclofenac may have indirectly contributed to the clinical course in combination with interrupted thromboprophylaxis and reduced mobility, rather than as the sole mechanistic factor.  It may be factor that was associated with bleeding-related symptoms or concern during anticoagulant therapy, which in turn may have influenced adherence and mobility. This approach would better separate the possible effect of NSAID use from the subsequent thromboembolic event, which seems more directly linked to interruption of thromboprophylaxis and reduced physical activity. 

A more careful discussion of its contribution would have made the interpretation stronger.

In addition, it would have been useful to align the chronology in the narrative text and Table 1, especially with regard to missed doses of anticoagulants. The chronology of anticoagulant use require further clarification to ensure consistency throughout the manuscript. In the abstract and discussion, the narrative section indicates that the patient missed one dose of anticoagulant. However, Table 1 appears to indicate that apixaban was taken no more than once. For clarity, the authors could align the abstract, case description, discussion, and Table 1 so that all sections reflect the same timeline. It would be particularly useful to clarify whether this was a single missed dose or a temporary interruption of thromboprophylaxis over multiple scheduled doses, as this detail is important for case interpretation.

 A clearer presentation of the discharge regimen, symptom chronology, and relevant risk factors would  have improved the scientific accuracy of the case report. 

All these comments do not diminish the scientific significance of the work and can be resolved through revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript references relevant literature on venous thromboembolism, thromboprophylaxis, and NSAID safety issues. The reference list is generally acceptable, but could be expanded to include a few more recent sources, including current guidelines or review articles on postoperative thromboprophylaxis after orthopedic surgery and the safety of NSAIDs in patients receiving anticoagulants. It would also be useful to review the formatting of references for consistency.
	

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


	The manuscript is clear and conveys the clinical message clearly. The English language is generally suitable for scientific communication, although the text would benefit from moderate editing to improve grammar, phrasing, and general fluency. Careful editing will help improve readability and polish the manuscript for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a clinically relevant and potentially useful case report with a practical message for postoperative care. The manuscript has a good foundation and addresses an issue of clear importance. Before publication, the paper would benefit from several revisions, particularly to improve consistency in the timeline, refine the discussion of the proposed mechanism, and further strengthen the presentation of the case details. With these revisions, the manuscript may become a valuable contribution.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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