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	PART  1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Compulsory REVISION comments
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	The manuscript addresses a significant issue in healthcare by providing regional data on myocardial infarction in Saudi Arabia. However, its current form lacks the rigor and depth needed to make a strong impact on the scientific community.
Yes.
The abstract is insufficiently comprehensive as it lacks specific numerical results, clear structure, and detailed findings. It provides an overview but omits key data points and statistical results, making it difficult to grasp the study's significant outcomes and relevance. Keywords are missing.

The subsections and structure are generally appropriate, covering all necessary parts, but the Introduction and Methods need to be more concise and better organized for clarity, while the Results section would benefit from clearer subsections.

The references in the manuscript are insufficient and outdated, impacting the manuscript's relevance and credibility. Consider adding more recent studies to strengthen the scientific foundation and contemporary relevance of the manuscript.


	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language quality of the article is unsuitable for scholarly communication, as it contains numerous grammatical errors, wrong phrasing, and lacks coherence, making it difficult to follow the content.

	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript addresses a significant issue in healthcare by providing regional data on myocardial infarction in Saudi Arabia but lacks the rigor and depth needed to make a strong impact on the scientific community.

2. The abstract is insufficiently comprehensive, lacking specific numerical results, clear structure, and detailed findings. It omits key data points and statistical results, making it difficult to grasp the study's significant outcomes and relevance. Keywords are missing, further diminishing its effectiveness.

3. While the subsections and overall structure are generally appropriate, covering all necessary parts, the Introduction and Methods sections require more concise organization for clarity. The Results section would benefit from clearer subsections to improve readability and understanding.

4. Scientific inaccuracies are prevalent throughout the manuscript, including vague statements, insufficient detail in the methods, and a lack of robust statistical analysis, undermining its scientific validity.

5. The references cited are insufficient and outdated, impacting the manuscript's relevance and credibility. Adding more recent studies would strengthen the scientific foundation and contemporary relevance of the manuscript.

6. The language quality of the article is unsuitable for scholarly communication, with numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and a lack of coherence, which collectively make it challenging to follow the content.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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