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	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 manuscript tackles a very real clinical problem: how to manage complex heart conditions in an aging population with other serious health issues. 
What's valuable here is the real-world proof that closing a large ASD percutaneously is a viable option, even for elderly, high-risk patients who have COPD and atrial fibrillation. 
Since these patients are usually excluded from trials, this case is a crucial data point. It reminds us to focus on the individual patient, not just their age, and gives cardiologists a practical example to consider when weighing risks and benefits for this complex demographic.
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive but can be slightly improved for clarity. Also it needs to have systematic abstract style: introduction/ case presentation and conclusion 
introduction: did not engaged the clinical dilemma. Rephrase to show main goal of the study.
Conclusion: The final sentence is a bit long and not conclusive. Rephrasing and using take home message is needed for increased clarity. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
1. Pathophysiology: ASD. COPD and RHF: accurately describe.
2. The decision-making process: well-documented.

3. The description of the procedure and the follow-up:  appropriate
 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a good mix of recent studies and foundational studies.
Based on my searches, this study provides large-scale data on outcomes : doi:10.1161/JAHA.123.030545.
	

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


	generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication.
There were few grammatical errors, that could be check by assistant Application such as “grammarly”
	

	Optional/General comments


	The case presentation is detailed but could be structured with brief subheadings to improve readability. 

for example  Presentation / Examination, Initial Management / Stabilization, Hemodynamic Assessment then as mention in text intervention and Outcome- follow up ) 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues. However ethical statement about informed consent and procedure is needed 
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