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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	Although the manuscript presents a valuable case highlighting the utility of CMR for early detection of Fabry cardiomyopathy, its clinical conclusions are based on a single patient, limiting generalizability. The report does not include a larger cohort or long-term follow-up, which restricts the ability to draw robust prognostic conclusions for the athlete population. Furthermore, while the CMR findings are subtle, there is no comparison with other diagnostic tools or alternative biomarkers, which could strengthen the argument for early diagnosis. There is also no information on whether this disease was genetically confirmed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I suggest revising it to: Early Cardiac Fabry Disease Detected by Routine Cardiac MRI in a Young Athlete.
	

	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.


	Add information about genetic confirmation. The clinical significance should be explained. A brief statement on how this finding may influence treatment or the athlete’s participation would make the abstract more clinically relevant. Simplify imaging details by using abbreviations and focusing only on key diagnostic findings (such as reduced native T1 values, etc.).
	

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some recent important references are missing. The latest 2024 meta-analysis should be included. Additionally, the most recent review on CMR techniques should be added to better justify the choice of imaging diagnostics.
	

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


	Some sentences are long and could be split to enhance readability. Ensure consistent use of abbreviations throughout the text. A few prepositions or article usages can be refined for smoother flow. A few sentences could be revised from passive to active voice to improve clarity and impact.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some recent and important references are missing in the literature. Genetic confirmation is not provided. The abstract needs to be improved. Long-term follow-up data are not available, which limits prognostic conclusions. Detailed numeric imaging data could be condensed in the main text. The English language needs minor improvements to enhance readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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