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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.
	This study provides a snapshot of the Moroccan population regarding acute coronary syndrome. The detailed analysis of the patients' clinical characteristics is important in medical practice. Furthermore, the quality of the data presented provides a strong methodological basis for the article.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate given the objectives of the study; however, throughout the article, I believe the differences observed in the "real-world setting" could be highlighted more.
	

	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 clear and well-structured. A slight addition could be suggested. In the passage: "The metabolic burden (diabetes and dyslipidemia) was substantial and similar across both groups (diabetes: 53.2% NSTEMI vs. 51.5% STEMI)", the percentages of dyslipidemia patients could also be included. The conclusion could benefit from greater emphasis regarding any discrepancies pointed out in the title, but I will detail this point later.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and recent, specially ESC guidelines.
	

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


	The language of the article is suitable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Following the article's title, the main focus is on the discrepancies in the presentation of acute coronary syndrome between the real world and guidelines.
The article addresses this point during the discussion (and even in the results). However, I believe that greater emphasis, contrasting the differences and highlighting the similarities, would be beneficial to the article and have a greater impact on the reader. I suggest creating a subsection focused strictly on this topic.
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