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	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 case highlights a rare but serious complication of mitral valve prolapse and it’s potential to cause malignant ventricular arrhythmias and sudden cardiac events. Although mitral valve prolapse is commonly considered a benign condition, this report draws attention to a subgroup of patients who may be at risk of severe outcomes. The case also illustrates the importance of careful clinical assessment, the utility of echocardiography and ECG in identifying high-risk features, and the role of timely surgical intervention and arrhythmia management. It adds to the growing body of evidence supporting closer monitoring and a multidisciplinary approach in selected patients with mitral valve prolapse.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative and clearly reflects the key elements of the case, especially the link between mitral valve prolapse, syncope, and ventricular arrhythmia. However, it feels a bit long and could be made more concise for better impact. Something like “Arrhythmogenic Mitral Valve Prolapse Presenting with Syncope and Ventricular Tachycardia” might still convey the core message while being easier to read.
	

	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 well-written and gives a clear overview of the case, including the clinical presentation, diagnostic findings, management, and significance. It is concise yet informative. One small suggestion, you might consider simplifying the ECG description slightly for the sake of clarity—perhaps focusing on the arrhythmogenic potential rather than listing all the leads in detail, unless absolutely necessary for the reader's understanding. Also, the final sentence could be made a bit stronger by briefly emphasizing the rarity or clinical implications of such presentations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct overall and presents a well-documented and clinically relevant case of arrhythmogenic mitral valve prolapse (MVP). It appropriately describes the clinical presentation, diagnostic evaluation, imaging findings, electrophysiological implications, and management including surgery and ICD implantation. The discussion is well-supported with current literature, and the references.
	

	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 cover key studies on mitral valve prolapse (MVP), its arrhythmic complications, and mitral annular disjunction (MAD) in risk stratification. They include both foundational research and recent expert consensus which ensuring the manuscript is well-supported by current literature.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality are good for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, straightforward, and professional, making it appropriate for an academic purpose.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides a well-documented case of arrhythmogenic mitral valve prolapse, with solid clinical insights and relevant references. It is well-organized, easy to follow, and appropriately addresses the current understanding of the condition.
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