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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 
 

Abstract: from the abstract it is not clear what the purpose of the research is  
Introduction : Clear 
Methods: Inclusion criteria for patients with first or subsequent attacks are the same? In 
terms of exclusion criteria, is infection due to bacteria included in the exclusion criteria? 
were patients with previous heart disease such as cardiomyopathy or rheumatic heart or 
other cases of heart disease excluded from the inclusion criteria? 
Is serum electrolyte examination unnecessary in cardiology cases? 
Results: What is the cutoff value Neutrophil-to-lymphocyte Ratio that is categorized as 
clinically meaningful in this case? 
in the WBC calculation there was a significant difference between group 1 and group 2. but 
the mean value is still in the normal range category, what is the author's opinion? 
Discussion: writing citation references in papers should not always have to write the 
author's name, just write the number or citation number 
writing too many words” in this study”, it is better if you just write down the subject matter, 
and write down the essence of the citations that are appropriate to the subject matter. The 
writing of the sentences needs to be improved. Many abbreviations in the writing of this 
paper without any explanation or description. 
Conclusion: the author written “NLR is a powerful marker of myocardial injury in cases with 
AMI. HIn all cases, high NLR is related with myocardial dysfunction. Severe inflammation 
(NLR) could expect the result of the heart in cases with coronary syndrome” 
but there is no description of how powerful it is said? What is severe inflammation (NLR) 
like? 
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
an interesting study but needs some explanation 
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