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Questions Rating Result

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 4
article.

The title accurately conveys the manuscript's therapeutic purpose. It correctly draws attention
to the connection between ventricular fibrillation and Prinzmetal angina.

2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. \ 3.5

The case and clinical course are sufficiently summarized in the abstract. It would be better,
though, if the backdrop, case facts, and conclusion were organized more clearly. It is
important to briefly explain the therapeutic justification for stenting.
3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in
this article.




The manuscript contains several grammatical and stylistic inconsistencies. These do not
obscure understanding but require professional language editing to meet publication
standards.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. ‘ 4

In general, the diagnostic work-up and its clinical appearance are covered in detail. For
improved logical uniformity, some procedural elements should be explained, especially those
pertaining to the timing of procedures and the justification for repeat angiography.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4

The results and imaging findings are clearly presented. The relationship between vasospasm
and ventricular fibrillation is convincingly documented. Minor clarification regarding CT-
angiography discrepancy would strengthen interpretation.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by

the content. 3.5

The case is suitably connected to the body of current literature in the discussion. It should,
however, be a little more targeted and closely evaluate the dangers and signs of stenting in
cases with vasospastic angina. Although it may be expressed more cautiously, the conclusion
is justified.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. \ 4

The references are relevant and current. Minor formatting consistency checks are
recommended.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :
Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed X
Return for major revision and resubmission
Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The case is clinically meaningful and well documented. The manuscript would benefit from
language polishing, clearer chronological organization of events, and more balanced discussion
of stenting indications in vasospastic angina. Clarifying the discrepancy between CT and
angiographic findings and slightly strengthening the pathophysiological explanation will
improve scientific clarity. With these revisions, the paper would be suitable for publication.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 5
article.
The title is correct, but I suggest adding the phrase - A case report - to the title.
2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. \ 5
The abstract does not clearly separate the purpose, methods, etc. but this does not pose any
problem
3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 3
this article.
There are frequent grammatical problems, punctuation issues, spacing inconsistencies,
citation formatting errors, and awkward sentence constructions throughout the text. But easily
adjustable.
4. The study methods are explained clearly. ’ 3




The manuscript would benefit from a clearer explanation of why stenting was chosen,
especially since vasospastic angina is generally managed medically first and stenting remains
controversial in some settings. A simple timeline would greatly enhance this section.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. \ 4

The results are understandable, but they are not presented with a good level of clarity. For
example, the manuscript sometimes mixes interpretation with raw findings, which can blur the
distinction between observed results and inferred causality.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by

the content. 3

Although the manuscript argues the case, it leans toward the adoption of stenting as a
solution, whereas the broader literature on vasospastic angina usually treats stenting as a
selective strategy rather than a standard approach.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. \ 4

The reference list is good, but there are some problems such as:
1. The formatting of the references is inconsistent.
2. Some in-text citations are messy or incomplete.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :
Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed X
Return for major revision and resubmission
Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

I would like to congratulate the authors on their fine work, but before it can be published, the
manuscript needs considerable linguistic editing, clearer case chronology, and more precise
clinical reasoning before it is ready for submission to the journal.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

The paper can still be accepted, but a linguistic edit must be made.



