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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 report highlights a critical diagnostic challenge between myopericarditis and ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction (STEMI). Due to overlapping clinical presentations, misdiagnosis can lead to inappropriate management. The case emphasizes the importance of using cardiac MRI for accurate diagnosis, aiding in better clinical decision-making. It provides valuable educational insights, especially for emergency and cardiology practitioners.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and effectively reflects the diagnostic dilemma and core message of 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 is comprehensive and well-written. However, it would be beneficial to include a sentence highlighting the pivotal role of cardiac MRI in reaching the final diagnosis. Suggested addition: "Cardiac MRI played a pivotal role in confirming the diagnosis."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The case is well-documented, the reasoning is logical, and the differential diagnosis is addressed appropriately.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate and up to date. They are relevant and taken from reputable scientific sources. No additional references are currently required.


	

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


	The English is acceptable for scholarly communication. Some minor grammatical and punctuation corrections could improve readability, but overall, the writing is clear and understandable.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider including a brief timeline or flow chart in the discussion to clarify the sequence of events, diagnosis, and treatment for readers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues identified. 
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