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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 offers a thorough analysis of necrotizing fasciitis, a rare but potentially fatal illness that needs to be diagnosed quickly and treated aggressively. Clinicians treating this serious infection can benefit greatly from its summary of the most recent research on etiology, pathophysiology, diagnosis, and treatment approaches. The evolving field of early detection is highlighted by the discussion of new diagnostic tools, such as machine learning applications. Furthermore, the focus on multidisciplinary management highlights the necessity of teamwork in enhancing patient outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Although it is appropriate, the current title, "Necrotizing Fasciitis and Current Concepts," is a little too general. It does not adequately highlight the manuscript's focus on diagnosis, management, and cutting-edge treatment approaches, even though it accurately portrays the topic. A more focused and interesting title might improve readability and draw in more readers. "Necrotizing Fasciitis: Current Advances in Diagnosis and Multidisciplinary Management," is a recommended substitute that more effectively emphasizes the main points covered in 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 successfully communicates the crucial elements of necrotizing fasciitis and is clear and well-structured. It gives a concise synopsis of the illness, stressing its severity, the challenges to diagnosing it, and its importance of a multidisciplinary approach. The writing is concise and informative, which makes it a great synopsis of the work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is supported by evidence and is accurate from a scientific standpoint. The etiology, pathophysiology, diagnosis, and treatment of necrotizing fasciitis are all covered in this thorough and organized discussion. The data is in line with accepted medical knowledge and guidelines.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and up-to-date, including recent studies and established guidelines. They provide strong support for the manuscript's content. No major gaps in references are evident.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is scholarly, understandable, and appropriate for academic discourse. The manuscript is well-structured and keeps a professional tone. Although a few minor grammatical corrections could improve readability, the English is of good quality overall.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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? 
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