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	This review article reviews the Management of Sympathetic Crashing Acute Pulmonary Edema that seeks to identify the gap in treatment between different practicing Emergency Medicine Physicians to determine if different approaches can reduce intubation and ICU admissions. The study uses bias reducing methods and increases its credibility by including different studies, although there was a small population size of 153 patients. As this is a true medical emergency in the Emergency Department, this topic is truly relevant to the management and treatment of potentially critical patients. Definitions that were used in the individual studies were unclear where High and Low dose were used, which did not allow for a head-to-head to be established. As a result, there was no statistical analysis or effect size estimation. This short-term point reliance in the foundational studies for this review did not discuss long-term outcomes, which would have been helpful for further practice changes. There were also some minor drafting issues that can be resolved with further spot checking and careful examination of the words/abbreviations used in the table. Some improvement, if possible, would be to include some head-to-head analysis for better outcome projections and strengthening of the argument. Limitations are essential to lay bare the need for further studies and elaborate on the reader to increase their own understanding of this topic, which would be further elucidated by including a future directions segment to help guide the future on this research. Overall, this was a great review of a critical topic, and I feel that the scientific community would benefit from this being published. 
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