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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.
	This manuscript contributes to the ongoing discussion regarding the diagnostic performance of 24-hour Holter monitoring in patients presenting with paroxysmal symptoms. By providing real-world data from a tertiary care center, it adds clinically relevant evidence from a region that remains comparatively underrepresented in the literature.
The study highlights the moderate diagnostic yield of Holter monitoring and emphasizes the importance of electro-clinical correlation, particularly the diagnostic implications of symptom–rhythm dissociation. These findings may support more informed clinical decision-making, improved patient stratification, and optimization
of ambulatory ECG monitoring strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally appropriate, as it clearly reflects the core variables investigated and aligns with the
manuscript’s objectives and results.
Minor considerations: The title is slightly long. “Electro-Clinical Correlation” could be simplified to “Symptom– Rhythm Correlation,” which is more commonly used in the ambulatory ECG literature.
Suggested alternative titles: “Diagnostic Yield and Symptom–Rhythm Correlation of 24-Hour Holter Monitoring: A Cross-Sectional Study” or “Clinical Utility of 24-Hour Holter Monitoring: Diagnostic Yield and Symptom–
Rhythm Correlation”
	


Review Form 3
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	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.
	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured, clearly presenting the background, objective, methods, main results, and conclusion. It accurately reflects the content of the manuscript and provides sufficient quantitative data to inform the reader about the study population, diagnostic yield, and key electro-clinical correlations. Suggestions for improvement (minor revisions):
Methods: Consider briefly specifying the statistical tests used (e.g., Chi-square/Fisher’s exact test) to strengthen
methodological transparency.
Results: The abstract is relatively dense; minor condensation could improve readability without loss of information (e.g., grouping examples of arrhythmias rather than listing several).
Conclusion: The phrase “significant reassurance value” may be slightly interpretative; a more neutral formulation (e.g., “supports exclusion of rhythmic causes during symptoms”) would enhance academic tone. Keywords: Ensure consistency with MeSH terms (e.g., “Holter monitoring,” “ambulatory electrocardiography,” “syncope”). Overall, only minor stylistic and clarifying adjustments are suggested; no major additions or deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically appropriate, with a coherent alignment between objectives, methods, and results. The study design and clinical rationale are suitable for evaluating diagnostic yield and electro-clinical correlation in Holter monitoring.
Nevertheless, some limitations should be addressed to strengthen scientific rigor: the definition of diagnostic yield combines causal and incidental findings; methodological details are insufficiently described; statistical reporting lacks effect sizes and confidence intervals; and the small syncope subgroup limits interpretability. Clarifying these aspects would improve the manuscript’s robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate for establishing general context (Holter as a diagnostic tool and basic arrhythmia evaluation), but they do not fully reflect the current state of evidence or emerging ambulatory monitoring alternatives. Several key areas — such as wearable/patch monitors, implantable loop recorders, and updated guideline recommendations on syncope evaluation — are not sufficiently represented.
Overall Recommendation - References are acceptable but should be expanded and updated. At minimum, include recent guideline statements and contemporary studies on ambulatory ECG modalities and symptom–rhythm
correlation. This will improve the manuscript’s scientific currency and contextual depth.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear, coherent, and technically understandable. Minor revisions are recommended to refine style, improve concision, and moderate
occasional emphatic expressions to maintain a consistently neutral academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments
	This study explores the diagnostic performance of 24-hour Holter monitoring in a clinically relevant population. The manuscript is clearly organized and presents findings aligned with current evidence. Refinement of methodological descriptions, clearer separation of diagnostic outcomes, and inclusion of effect measures would
strengthen the work. Overall, it represents a meaningful contribution with potential to inform clinical practice.
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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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