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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

This is a new direction in the field of scientific community. It is helpful to the clinical and 
interventional methodologies applied to patients with CBL in the context of AMI. 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
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Good  

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. 

 

It is moderate and improve the abstract in the detailed manner  

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Introduction section improved and provided recent work  

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

Hospital and follow up at 6 months were insignificantly different between both groups. 
The procedural success rate and the incidence of MACE were found to be similar to those observed 
with the single-stent approach during medium-term follow-up. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
Good 
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It is good work in this area and continue in the future also 
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