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REVISION 
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1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria are missing, as is the definition of ACS.  

2. What was the presenting complain? Other symptoms and signs in the 

clinical presentation? 

3. What diagnostic work-up was done prior to defining “no clear causes 
that fully explain their presentation”, since the elderly patient is quite 
complex (as the author stated). 

4. A very small cohort, for such a basic question. No real conclusions can 

be made. The minimum cohort should be calculated and should be in 

the order of a few hundreds. 

5. Tables #2, #3, #4 are lacking basic details: what infectious agent, what 

electrolyte disturbance and to what extent? Unknown causes? What 

systemic infection? What is the basic immunological competence. 

6. The results in table 5 are in contrast to known incidence of infectious 

organisms. The author should address that. 

7. The discussion is lacking. 

Inclusion and exclusion criteria as well as informed consent is not 

mentioned. 
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comments 

Language is poor. 
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