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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.


	The paper highlights the rare but clinically relevant presentation of congenitally corrected transposition of the great arteries in elderly patients and the importance of considering congenital heart disease in cases of unexplained heart failure, challenging the traditional assumption that such conditions manifest only in childhood or early adulthood. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are no recent references used - References used are 11-30 years old

	

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


	Numerous grammatical errors need to be rectified: unnecessary spaces before commas and full-stops; left-sided/right-sided need to have an ‘-’ which is missing; some sentences start with just ‘Patient’ -> must be ‘The patient…’  

	

	Optional/General comments


	1. ALL abbreviations need to be established once again in the body of the manuscript, even if previously done in the abstract.

2. Abbreviations used in figures need to have their full forms written under it

3. Conclusion should be better written to summarize key takeaway points

Although this case report sheds a very brief highlight on congenitally corrected transposition of the great arteries, it fails to stress how and why the patient was previously misdiagnosed when findings on echo are very evident. What can be done to prevent this? Why does it matter? What are the different treatment strategies, and how would they change with a different diagnosis? What specific factors led to the initial misinterpretation? How can clinicians avoid such diagnostic discrepancies in the future? The role of advanced imaging modalities (MRI, cardiac CT) in differentiating CCTGA from ischemic cardiomyopathy can be mentioned too. While medical management is briefly mentioned, the long-term prognosis and potential interventions (surgical options, device therapy) could be explored in more detail. A discussion of newer treatment strategies or emerging research on systemic RV failure in CCTGA should be written. 
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