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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 (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 introduction clearly explains the study’s aim, provides sufficient justification for the research and with sufficient data from the literature on the topic synthesizes relevant research and explain the findings of other authors. 
The methods are well-described, with all the details with potential replication. 
Tables are clear and readable and support the findings. 
Data collected are interpreted accurately. 
The results are presented clearly and data is not duplicated. 
The results and discussions are extensive and the authors have correctly interpreted their results. 
Even if the study has some limitations, it may contribute to improved patient screening and appropriate management for those with cardiovascular disorders.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the subject of the manuscript and is suggestive of the topic addressed. 
I have one amendment:

I suggest either replacing ";" with "." or removing completely from the title "a single center study".

	

	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 very clear and reflect the content of the article. Key words are concise and accurate.
Suggestions: 
-word “catastrophic” is not scientific and should be replaced by the word “severe”;
-Abbreviations: GCS and NIHSS used for the first time in text should be extended.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript under evaluation is well structured, with a high scientific level. 

However, it should be considered:
-more attention to abbreviations, either they are not written in full the first time in the text or they are written in full several times.

-lack of figures (may be one of the data from the tables should be converted in a graphic)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references is sufficient, but it is necessary to add some references from recent years (e.g. 2023-2025).

	

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


	Quality of English is very good and easy to understand. 
The writing is grammatically correct and scientific communication is adequate. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	With minor issues, overall the manuscript is of high scientific quality and I consider it worthy of being considered for publication. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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