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	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.


	find this manuscript very important for the scientific community because it brings attention to a rare but serious complication of diabetic ketoacidosis that many clinicians may easily overlook. The case shows that conduction disturbances in DKA are not always reversible and, in some situations, may require permanent pacing to save a patient’s life. What stands out to me is how clearly it links hypokalemia during treatment with the risk of malignant arrhythmias, something that can change the way physicians monitor and manage these patients. By sharing this case, the authors are contributing valuable knowledge that could help prevent fatal outcomes in future DKA cases.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “SEVERE DIABETIC KETOACIDOSIS REVEALING A PERSISTENT COMPLETE HEART BLOCK IN A YOUNG TYPE 1 DIABETIC: A CASE REPORT” is clear, descriptive, and appropriate for a case report. It conveys the condition (DKA), the complication (persistent complete heart block), the patient population (young type 1 diabetic), and the format (case report).

That said, it is a bit long and could be made more concise. Here are a couple of alternative suggestion: “Persistent Complete Heart Block Unmasked by Severe Diabetic Ketoacidosis in a Young Woman: A Case Report”


	

	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-structured (Background, Case Presentation, Discussion, Conclusion) and gives a clear overview of the case. It is generally comprehensive, but I see a few areas where it could be slightly improved for clarity and impact:
  Background: Could briefly mention that conduction disturbances in DKA are usually transient
  Case Presentation: The potassium levels and progression are well described, but might shorten the lab details slightly and instead highlight the sequence of events leading to VF arrest for stronger clinical impact.

  Discussion: It would be helpful to explicitly mention that fewer than 20 cases have been reported in the literature (as described in the discussion), to emphasize novelty.

  Conclusion: The conclusion is strong, but may add that this case “adds to the limited evidence on irreversible AV block in DKA and highlights the need for individualized pacing decisions.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes : the manuscript is broadly scientifically sound and the clinical decisions are defensible, but it would be stronger with a few clarifications, a bit more diagnostic exclusion of alternative causes, and a couple of small evidence-linked additions in the Discussion and Case sections.

 (key points, with supporting literature):

The pathophysiologic link you describe that severe acid–base and potassium shifts in DKA can cause conduction slowing/bradyarrhythmias and that insulin/bicarbonate therapy can precipitate rapid hypokalemia with risk of ventricular arrhythmia — is well-established and correctly presented.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes: the manuscript’s reference list is generally appropriate and reasonably up-to-date, and it already includes many relevant case reports and reviews up to 2024. That said, adding a few high-quality guideline and review references (and one population study) would strengthen the manuscript’s evidence base for the management points you make (potassium rules, monitoring, and pacing decisions) and would make your literature claims (e.g., rarity and mechanistic explanations) more robust.
	

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


	Yes, the language of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The sentences are clear, the medical terminology is correctly used, and the structure follows the conventions of a scientific case report. Readers can follow the flow without difficulty. The English is acceptable as is for publication, but a careful round of language editing or proofreading would elevate the article to polished scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	A few areas could benefit from minor improvements: refining the abstract to highlight the rarity more explicitly, ensuring consistency in verb tenses, and slightly polishing the language for smoother readability. Overall, the manuscript makes a valuable contribution and will be of interest to clinicians managing complex cases of DKA, especially in younger patients.
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