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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 is important for the scientific community because it provides clear, real-world clinical examples of how noradrenaline is used and titrated in patients with cardiogenic shock and multiple comorbidities. It highlights practical challenges in managing haemodynamics in patients with severe heart failure and renal dysfunction, which are often under-represented in controlled trials. The report also demonstrates the value of pharmacist-led and multidisciplinary medication optimisation in critically ill patients. Overall, this case series offers useful bedside-level insights that can support clinical decision-making in complex cardiogenic shock care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the main focus of the manuscript.
	

	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 comprehensive and well written, and it clearly describes the patient population, intervention, and main clinical message. However, it would be helpful to briefly mention the study setting and design (single-centre, retrospective case series) and to add a short concluding sentence on the main clinical implication (for example, that noradrenaline is feasible and effective for initial haemodynamic stabilisation in complex cardiogenic shock).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct and clinically relevant.

The clinical presentation, diagnosis of cardiogenic shock and the use of noradrenaline as the first-line vasopressor are in line with current evidence and guidelines.

However, some statements (such as aspirin causing reduced glomerular perfusion and ACE inhibitors worsening respiratory distress) should be supported with appropriate references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly sufficient and include recent studies.

However, a few more current guidelines or large-scale studies on noradrenaline use in cardiogenic shock could strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable.

Some sentences are long and could be simplified for better readability, but overall it is suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 detail)

There don't appear to be any obvious ethical issues in this manuscript based on the information provided.
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