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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
The manuscript looks into an important aspect of ACS in Egypt. It has following flaws that 1. done
need to be improved up. 2. done

1. The Title and the results are not in sync and need to be corrected accordingly 3. done

2. The inclusion and exclusion criteria need to be well defined. 4. done

3. Sample size estimation is missing and 1000 number seems arbitrary 5. Defined.

4. Multivariate analysis with logistic regression could be a better method to analyse the 6. done
outcome 7. Proofread.

5. ACS/NSTEMI/STEMI definitions used need to be predefined in the manuscript

6. Inter and intra-site variability needs to be addressed if any and needs to be mentioned
how the same was overcome

7. Grammatical and language corrections need to be done to the submitted version

8.

Minor REVISION comments

Since the manuscript looks into the regional characteristics of ACS, it should be discussing

references of the same from Egypt or Asian countries more rather than those from the Done

Caucasian counterparts

Optional/General comments

The manuscript needs a major revision prior to acceptance though the topic is an important Done

one from the regional perspective of ACS

PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment

IAuthor’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)

Nil
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