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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thetitle 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.
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additional suggestions/comments)

yes

No, change to: " Prevalence and Predictors of Coronary Artery Ectasia among
patients undergoing coronary angiography in Tanta Egypt"

Yes
Yes

No, it lacks appropriate statistical analysis for predictors of ectasia using
multivariate logistic regression analysis.

Yes
Add in limitations the selection bias as the studied population is not
representing the general population and not compared to control group.

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

No, needs major revision of the English language.

Optional/General comments

The authors presented their findings without clear discussion on the likely aetiology of
ectasia. Furthermore, the authors didn't establish reasonable argument for selecting
their presumed predictors.
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