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Compulsory REVISION comments

1.

Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the
review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to

provide additional suggestions/comments)

The manuscript is important for the scientific community. However, anaemia is not the
dominant observation in cardiovascular events, but continental variation cannot be
ruled out.

Could have been short. “Outcome of various interventions in STEMI patients with
anaemia”.
Informative

Explained under various headings.

Scientific has to be systematic, organised and exact knowledge, gained by experiments.
However, the present study is more of observations. only

Not as per the instructions for authors.

Discussion would be more informative if the order is systematic, in comparisons to
other studies.

Minor REVISION comments

1.

Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Not bad

Optional/General comments

Any study if done in good faith on medical facts always helps the literature,
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