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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.

	The study is methodologically well organized and employs a standardized measurement approach; however, its clinical applicability is limited, as the ATR measurements have not been validated against advanced imaging modalities (echocardiography or cardiovascular magnetic resonance), no long-term follow-up data have been provided, and the manner in which the findings contribute to clinical decision-making has not been adequately demonstrated. Although the aim of achieving diagnosis through first-line tests in regions with limited access to advanced imaging modalities is commendable, the usability of the obtained data requires appropriate validation.

In regions with limited access to advanced imaging modalities, addressing measurements based on chest radiography, which is a widely available and low-cost method, is scientifically valuable and commendable. The study may serve as a preliminary reference for future, more comprehensive investigations incorporating clinical outcomes. 
	

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

	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript
	

	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 generally clear and well organized. However, the descriptive nature of the study should be emphasized more explicitly, and inferences related to clinical use or screening purposes should be expressed in a more cautious manner. Considering the absence of clinical outcome data or validation with advanced imaging modalities, it would be appropriate to revise such statements to reflect these limitations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design, measurement methodology, and statistical analyses are scientifically appropriate for a descriptive radiographic study. However, in the Discussion section, it appears that certain generalizations are made in the interpretation of the findings without sufficient consideration of the study’s limitations. Therefore, a more cautious approach to the interpretation of the results is recommended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and relevant to the subject matter. However, the inclusion of more recent echocardiography- or cardiovascular magnetic resonance–based reference studies on pediatric aortic measurements could provide a more robust context for the interpretation of the findings.
	

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

	The language and overall English quality of the manuscript are generally adequate for scholarly communication. With minor grammatical and stylistic revisions, the text could be made more fluent and polished.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Although investigating the effectiveness and reliability of first-line screening tests in settings with limited access to advanced imaging modalities is valuable, the data regarding the clinical use of ATR in this study are limited. The threshold values at which ATR would warrant further evaluation, the false-positive and false-negative rates, and its actual diagnostic performance have not been demonstrated. Therefore, how ATR can be incorporated into clinical algorithms remains unclear, which limits the practical impact of the study.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No significant ethical issues were identified in the study
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