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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.

	Emergency and critical care medicine, as it consolidates evidence on a high-risk condition: Right Heart Failure (RHF) secondary to Pulmonary Embolism (PE) in the emergency setting. It underscores that the presence of Right Ventricular (RV) dysfunction is a robust and early marker of adverse outcomes, including increased mortality, hemodynamic instability, and the need for intensive support. Furthermore, the review highlights critical gaps in the evidence, such as the methodological heterogeneity between studies and the scarcity of randomized clinical trials, especially concerning the optimal management of normotensive patients with RV dysfunction (submassive PE). By summarizing the current state of diagnosis (echocardiography, CT, biomarkers) and therapy (anticoagulation, vasopressors) and pointing to these gaps, the manuscript provides a crucial foundation and rationale for future clinical research and the development of standardized protocols.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Right Heart Failure Due to Pulmonary Embolism in Patients Treated in Emergency Services: A Systematic Review," is suitable
	

	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 not comprehensive as presented in the review paper 
The document contains the text for 
two different abstracts from two different systematic reviews, creating confusion and making the current abstract illogical .
· Initial Text (Lines 1-18): This section belongs to an abstract for a systematic review about the multisystem repercussions of the gut microbiota on the immune, rheumatologic, ophthalmologic, dermatologic, and gastrointestinal systems. This content is entirely irrelevant to the core manuscript topic on Right Heart Failure due to PE.
· Suggestion: Delete the entire block of text from line 1 through line 18, which addresses the gut microbiota and the gut-immune axis.
· The Main Manuscript (Lines 20-158): The body of the paper is about RHF due to PE. The abstract for this topic is missing.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes it was sufficient 
	

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

	Yes 
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Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk210990807][bookmark: _GoBack]Surya Teja Nakka, Rajeev Gandhi University of Health Sciences, India



Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (07-07-2024)
