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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.


	The  manuscript addresses an important and   relevant topic: the association between patent foramen ovale (PFO) and stroke in very young patients. 

Similar Case reports have been documented already, but remain relatively scarce, and hence  the presentation from a limited  setting may add value  to the existing literature. 

The report correctly reinforces the need for complete cardiac evaluation in young patients with stroke.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Only partially appropriate.

Prefer standard medical terminology. The terms “permeable oval foramen” and “cerebral vascular accident”  to be replaced with  “patent foramen ovale” and  “stroke”
A revised title such as “Stroke Associated with Patent Foramen Ovale in an Adolescent: A Case Report” would be more suitable.
	

	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 provides a reasonable overview of the clinical problem and key findings but lacks full clarity and consistency at times, such as, the type of stroke i.e., ischaemic stroke with haemorrhagic transformation versus primary haemorrhage  should be clearly defined.

Size of the PFO should be consistent with the main text.

Highlighting the clinical implication of the case would further strengthen abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially scientifically sound but requires clarification and refinement. Internal inconsistencies regarding PFO size and stroke classification reduce scientific rigor, and the causal relationship between PFO and stroke is sometimes overstated without sufficient supporting evidence.The discussion would benefit from a more focused differential diagnosis and the removal of sections that are not directly relevant to the presented case.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The cited references are relevant but less in number , some are older. They adequately support the general background but  inclusion of more recent studies and guideline-based recommendations would strengthen the manuscript. 

Adding recent  randomized trials and recent international guidelines on PFO closure and stroke in young patients would improve the scientific grounding and relevance of the discussion.
	

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


	The English language of the manuscript is understandable, but it is not fully suitable for academic publication.

There are some  grammar mistakes, unclear sentence structures, and inconsistent use of medical terminologies. Some sentences are long and difficult to follow. The manuscript would benefit from careful language revision by expert for  improvement to level of publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This case report describes an interesting and clinically relevant topic, especially because the patient is very young and the report comes from a low-resource setting. However, the manuscript needs important revisions to improve scientific clarity, consistency, and language quality. After addressing these issues, the article may be suitable for publication as a case report  .
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.

Saiki, H., Sugimoto, M., Kuwata, S., Kurishima, C., Iwamoto, Y., Ishido, H., ... & Senzaki, H. (2016). Novel mechanisms for cerebral blood flow regulation in patients with congenital heart disease. American heart journal, 172, 152-159.
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