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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 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

The topic is interesting but  
all abbreviations should be chosen carefully, avoiding one word abbreviation (echo tte) and every 
abbreviation including abstracta should be explained where it is first used (ecg std twi tte rbs) In the 
method part, it should be stated how high and low risk are calculated. 
The authors stated that there is a difference in the std and twi groups for dbp, and how will they 
explain that strain values are affected by heart rate blood pressure arterial bmi, and how will they 
explain that dbp has no effect on strain?   
The place of the data of a few patients in an original article could not be understood, and it is not 
correct to say that our study is compatible with this study without any explanation from the first 
sentence of the discussion part. Since the discussion part started low and continues, it should be re-
arranged. 
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