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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
This manuscript describes the reversal of Mobitz type 1 second-degree 
atrioventricular block (Wenckebach) to first degree AV block after successful 
percutaneous coronary intervention procedure (PCI) of the left anterior descending 
coronary artery (LAD) in the context of anterior wall myocardial infarction. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Please pay attention to set-up and typology. 
In the abstract section:  
Line 5: a space should be left between theability. 
In the Introduction section:  
Line 1: a space should be left between AVor. 
Line 2: a space should be left between theAV. 
Line 3: a space should be left between AVblock. 
Line 4: a space should be left between coronaryartery. 
Line 6: a space should be left between tAWMIgenerally. 
In the Case Report section: 
Line 9: a space should be left between branch(Figure 2) and circulation(Figure 3, 4). 
 
How was the echocardiographic results post-PCI? 
 
Line 13: a space should be left between msec(Figure 6). 

All corrections done 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Post PCI echo was same but 6 mnth follow up EF increased from 30% to 45% 

Optional/General comments 
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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 

 


