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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.
	This case report addresses a clinically relevant presentation of severe scrub typhus complicated by thrombocytopenia and multiple organ dysfunction, including renal, hepatic, neurological, respiratory, and cardiac involvement. The report may be useful for clinicians because scrub typhus can initially resemble other acute febrile illnesses and may progress rapidly when diagnosis and treatment are delayed. The documented requirement for intensive respiratory and supportive care further highlights the potential severity of the disease. However, the scientific value of the report will depend on clearer diagnostic confirmation, resolution of laboratory inconsistencies, better documentation of organ dysfunction, and a more precise explanation of what is genuinely novel about this case.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	n/a
	

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

	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


	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	




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.

	No. The title identifies the major clinical features but should be made more concise and scientifically precise. The wording “Case Study” is redundant, and the title would be stronger if it simply described the severe scrub typhus presentation without implying a specific thrombocytopenic mechanism that was not established. I suggest “Severe Scrub Typhus with Thrombocytopenia and Multiple Organ Dysfunction: A Case Report.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	No. The abstract contains the main clinical elements but requires important corrections before it can reliably summarize the case. The exact diagnostic test for scrub typhus should be stated, platelet and other laboratory units should be corrected, the distinction between thrombocytopenia and immune thrombocytopenia should be maintained, and the treatment description should identify the major specific antimicrobial intervention more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, not fully in its present form. The overall clinical diagnosis and severe presentation are plausible, but several important scientific and clinical claims are insufficiently documented. The manuscript does not clearly describe the confirmatory scrub typhus test, does not objectively define MODS, provides limited evidence for myocarditis or specific thrombocytopenia mechanisms, and contains conflicting creatinine and platelet data between the text and figure. These issues should be corrected using the original clinical records before the case can be considered scientifically reliable.
The manuscript presents a clinically relevant case of severe scrub typhus with thrombocytopenia and multiple organ dysfunction, but I recommend Serious Major Revision in its current form. The most important concerns are inadequate description of diagnostic confirmation, inconsistency between reported laboratory values and the figure, insufficient objective documentation of several claimed organ dysfunctions, uncertain novelty regarding thrombocytopenia, incomplete treatment reporting, citation mismatches, and the absence of a patient consent statement. These deficiencies appear potentially repairable if the authors verify the source medical data, revise unsupported interpretations, clarify the diagnostic and treatment timeline, and substantially improve the scientific presentation.

	

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

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

	No. The manuscript includes a useful range of references but should be updated with more recent literature on severe scrub typhus and its complications, and all existing references should be checked for direct relevance to the statements they support. Several citation mismatches are evident, so a full reference verification is required before publication.
	

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

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

	Yes, a potential publication ethics issue requires clarification. The manuscript does not include a statement confirming that written informed consent for publication of the patient's clinical information was obtained from the patient or an authorized representative. Because this is an identifiable clinical case report, the authors should explicitly provide the required consent statement according to the journal's policy. If consent was obtained, this can be addressed by adding the appropriate declaration; if not, the issue should be resolved before publication.
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