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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The title does not reflect the basic objective of the article. Since the key issue 
is the lack of standardization of anti-coagulation treatment for patients with 
high thrombus burden in the setting of a giant coronary artery ectasia, the 
title should mention this issue. 

In the discussion, the authors should offer their advice for treating the specified 
patient population and anti-coagulants. They outline various approaches, but offer 
no conclusion as to what pharmacologic regimen is best 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

In the introduction, there should be a clear, concise statement of the purpose of the article. 
Why are the authors presenting the case history and what is the objective of this 
presentation? 
A few grammatical and sentence structure errors in the Abstract and Case Presentation. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The brief article is interesting and attracts interest, but lessons learned form the Case 
History and brief review of findings from current literature are not focused into a clinically 
useful concept. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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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