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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is generally well written on a very important clinical topic, as ischemic heart disease is one of the top most cause of mortality and morbidity, and emergency clinical evaluation and rapid management response are the key to saving lives. The inclusion of subgroup validity, non-ACS diagnoses, non-cardiac chest pain, implementation barriers, and resource-constrained settings broadens its clinical relevance. With stronger methodological transparency and more cautious calibration of several conclusions, the manuscript could provide a useful critical synthesis for clinicians and researchers.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Title is appropriate and reflects the review conducted “5”
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Abstract is generally well written “4”
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate “4”
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Background information is adequate “4”
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives are clearly stated “5”
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Literature review is Relevant but can be improved “4”
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Literature review is Recent “4”
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement “3”
Major databases are not included, only PubMed/Medline and CrossRef supplemented by citation searching. Crossref is primarily a bibliographic metadata registry rather than a comprehensive biomedical evidence database. Considering the breadth of the review, omission of databases such as Embase, Scopus/Web of Science, or CENTRAL creates a meaningful possibility of incomplete evidence retrieval. 
The justification for choosing a narrative rather than a systematic review should be revised.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of the literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, “4”
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	Yes, “4”
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes,”4”
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes”4”
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes”4”
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes,”4”
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, clear and reflects the Review conducted
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, overall. The abstract is comprehensive and communicates the central thesis, but it is dense. Several subgroup and outcome statements should be slightly moderated so that they distinguish reduced efficiency/specificity from true loss of rule-out safety and distinguish “no demonstrated outcome benefit” from “evidence of no benefit.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Largely YES. The scientific synthesis is thoughtful and generally well supported. A major revision is advised because the narrative-review methodology is not fully reproducible, the justification for a narrative rather than a systematic review should be reframed, and some conclusions are more categorical than the underlying evidence permits.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly YES. The references are relevant, contemporary, and largely from peer-reviewed guidelines, trials, cohorts, and systematic reviews. However, the search relied mainly on PubMed/MEDLINE, CrossRef, and citation searching, so database coverage is limited. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
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