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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	Excellent paper and project, appears like a dissertation project, yet publishable. 
Important study findings in the geographical location where the data can be scarce. Hence, kudos to the authors for this important study. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, though alternative can be – Patients with ischaemic stroke and high troponin have worse functional outcomes – a single centre study. 
	

	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.


	Abstract is infact extremely comprehensive, perhaps needs shortening and reducing all the data in the results section. Rather convert them to just percentage, and present as a sentence, meaning rather than a 370 word abstract, shorten it to 250 – 300 words. 
	

	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.
	Perhaps use for references from western countries and also neighbouring Asian countries, to compare the differences. 
	

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


	Done well. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Page 2 – What is NCD?? 
Page 3 – Materials – Study period from April 2022 till when?

Page 4 – Better if mRS 0-2 are good outcome as there is no help needed, and 3-6 are poor outcomes. The results will be more valid 
Also this is immediate mRS, were these patients followed up 3 or 6 months post discharge to assess if the mRS still low or high? That would give a longitudinal data on the outcomes with cardiac troponin. 

Page 5 – Data analysis. Why it is being said (will be) done, and not (Was done)

Page 6 - Why only 4 risk factors considered? What about dyslipidaemia (very common in Bangladeshi patients), chronic kidney disease, thyroid diseases etc 

Page 7 – Random blood sugar in group 2 1.46?? isn’t that Hypoglycaemia ? how many had hypoglycaemia on admission, and was it stroke mimics due to hypoglycaemia 

When you say abnormal ECG, what were the findings, did this patients with high troponin had ST changes? And needed PCI or other investigations? 

Same for ECHO, abnormal means what? Was there RWMA or just abnormal for heart failure or valve failure. 

Did you mean in group 1 majority of the patients was INDEPENDENT? Or dependent? And if they were dependent, do you have any pre-stroke mRS / functional status? 

I think a bit more analysis will help to strengthen the study. For Example – logistic regression analysis with the risk factors and investigative findings, correlation to the functional status / outcomes

Need more data on what was the cardiac investigations needed in those with high troponin? If they had no ACS, can we say the troponin is coming from brain injury? Or what is your alternative hypothesis, why is there raised troponin? 

Do you have any data particularly on those with stroke and have been thrombolysed? Did the death happen in the patients were due to brain bleed or other complications? This needs to be added for scientific validity of the study. 

Overall, I think the study sample size is quite good, enough to prove scientific implications, however, if you add the data as suggested above, it will make a strong case study for the overall scientific implications.  
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