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GENERAL COMMENTS This is a very interesting and highly relevant clinical study to support 
the significance of clinical examination in addition or instead of 
laboratory testings. It is astonishing, that this is the first prospective 
and blinded study on this topic. The study is well designed and 
conducted. A weakness might be the rather small number of 
included patients and the irregular inclusion process dependent on 
the presence of members of the study team. But the results are 
nevertheless clear. I would suggest that the blinding process of the 
investigator and the way how the final analysis of ACS and non-ACS 
patients have been made could described somewhat more in detail. 
Further the description of the categories in table 4 is confusing, or 
rather I suppose the categories on the left row have been 
confounded. 
After some minor revisions I would strongly support a publication in 
BMJ. 
- This manuscript received a second review but the referee had 
declined to publish his 
comments. 
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Recommendation: 
Comments: 
This is a very interesting and highly relevant clinical study to support the significance of clinical 
examination in addition or instead of laboratory testings. It is astonishing, that this is the first 
prospective and blinded study on this topic. The study is well designed and conducted. A weakness 
might be the rather small number of included patients and the irregular inclusion process dependent 
on the presence of members of the study team. But the results are nevertheless clear. I would 
suggest that the blinding process of the investigator and the way how the final analysis of ACS and 
non-ACS patients have been made could described somewhat more in detail (corrected and 
described more in detail under the methods section). Further the description of the categories in 
table 4 is confusing, or rather I suppose the categories on the left row have been confounded. 
(corrected) 

After some minor revisions I would strongly support a publication in BMJ. 
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