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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	Physicians should be aware of the side effects of medications, even if they are rare. Case Reports of such cases serve as a constant reminder that the mortality rate from drug interactions, which ranges between 0.01% and 0.1% of VKA patients, must be taken into account. 
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	   3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	

	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	  Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, author needs to cite additional references such as: 
- Josephine Nsaful, Yaw Ofori Adjei,  “Warfarin-induced skin necrosis: a rare condition Ghana Medical Journal 54(4):269-273, 2020, 10.4314/gmj.v54i4.10
- Theodore E. Warkentin, “Limb Ischemic Necrosis Secondary to Microvascular Thrombosis: A Brief Historical Review, Seminars in Thrombosis & Hemostasis Vol. 50 No. 5/2024.
- Bayrakçı S, Korkmaz P. A Case Of Late-onset Warfarin Induced Skin Necrosis Resulting In Mortality. Hitit Med J 2023;5(1): 59 - 61 DOI: 10.52827/hititmedj.1173309
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes.
	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Author’s Work is good, but:
-I suggest you to add figure of suggested action (how is work?)of warfarin with time after drug initiation, because after few days symptoms of shock begins and organs dysfunction appears, early diagnosis of septic shock is a critical factor in treatment success and patient lifesaving.
-Author refers that heparin bridging at the time of VKA initiation as a pivotal preventable factor in saving patient life. While some other researchers also announced that heparin-induced thrombocytopenia or cancer hypercoagulability or liver shock. 
-add mechanism of patient blood septic induced by vitamin K Antagonist which is worked by depletion C and S proteins.
-discuss solution of other researches of gradually increasing of warfarin dose and blood INR monitoring after anticoagulant initiation to prevent septic shock instead of heparin bridging.
-after appearance of Vitamin K antagonist (VKA)-induced skin necrosis, and beginning of treatment protocol, some tests should monitoring such as Hb, PO2 , blood pressure , heart beat, …etc which performed even by non-invasive devices, where are tables and figures of these tests monitoring??   
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