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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.


	· This paper aimed to describe the link between global longitudinal strain (GLS) that got better or didn't get better three months after percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) treatment for acute myocardial infarction (AMI) and clinical outcomes over a year.

· The study found that GLS was a better predictor of CCVE than LVEF in revascularized AMI. The most important predictors were baseline GLS (-7.5) and 3-month GLS (-13). Improvement correlated with age, prior MI, and inferior STEMI, while non-improvement was linked to anterior STEMI.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. It is critical to consistently use the abbreviations when they are first mentioned in the abstract and the paper's contents. Using an array of abbreviations or symbols throughout the text is not recommended, as it may lead to reader confusion. For example, STEMI, AMI, and so forth.

2. In the introduction section, please provide detailed information on myocardial infarction.

3. The methodology section should start with a brief description of the study, including the type, date, and location of the research.

4. Please clarify the randomization process for patient grouping.

5. All experimental results needed to be repeated at least three times, and there was no information on the repetition of the experiments.

6. Please write n=? in Table legends.
7. Ensure ethical approval and institutional review board (IRB) clearance are explicitly stated

In the discussion section, please interpret the results in the context of the existing literature.
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