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	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 article brings up a very important topic for clinical practice; the discussion about dissection after stenting and the use of intraprocedural imaging is of great value for the medical academy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	the title, although covering the theme, regarding the study format, because it claims the impact of image use, but in reality the study was not able to demonstrate this impact, since some important points like the sample size calculation were not present
	

	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 of the article is well written; it includes the introduction, conclusion, discussion, but in other sections, there are some significant methodological issues which, need to be adjusted in order to move forward.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	the manuscript very interesting; it has value for the medical community. But there is a significant statistical issue. First, there is no information on the sample size calculation to address the research question. Second, the examination process was not random apparently, which worries me a little. The results simply state that there were 50 and 50 in each group, so it seems to me that this was stratified. Moreover, very concerned about the results — the fact there is a significant difference between patients with acute coronary syndrome and those in the group indicated for angiography, and much fewer acute coronary syndromes in the group indicated for imaging. So this concerns me; it seems that patient selection may have occurred for a certain group
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	the references are appropriate and meet the requirements of the article.
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