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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 highlighting the critical area in cardiology by examining of gender differences in Systolic heart failure in STEMI patients undergoing PCI. The article highlighting significant disparities in outcomes especially cardiovascular mortality. The insightes are crucial in term of gender related clinical approaches in such patients but the study is not detailed. The methodolgy section is not fully elucidated in term of Echocardiography, and so many other things.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is soutible reflecting the clearity of the article. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is comprehensive but the the structure is not standered. Please include the study design, place and duration of the study under the methods section. Also make the methods section little bit detailed with respect to statistical analysis, degree of systolic heart failure etc. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall the manuscript is scientifically correct with a robust design however, the structure of the manuscript is not appropriate. For instance; patient grouping. In this case the authors reported 58 males and females, however to discus this and genrlized the results thhere should be proper matching in two groups means age etc. Only gender differences can not justify the narrative as for instance a 40 or 30  year male patients  compared with 65 or 70 year female is not statistically accurate as hilighted by significant differnnce in age. Its better to perform matching statistics like PSM etc. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. The reference list is not enough and try to add uptodate refernces. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language quality is satisfactory but not as of standered quality. Needs major revisions. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall the idea of the study is novel but need major corrections and revisions in term of methodology, Results, statistical analysis etc. 
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