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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Muhammad et al reported a single center retrospective study comparing single vessel 

CAD (SVD) with multivessel CAD (MVD) of young STEMI patients, and found: 1) 40.1% 

of young STEMI patients in Pakistan had MVD; 2) MVD patients were slightly older; 3) 

less HTN and DM in SVD comparing to MVD young STEMI patients, but more 

prevalence of smoking in SVD patients; 4) more complex coronary lesions (“high-C”) in 

MVD patients than SVD and 5) no statistical significance in outcomes (TIMI flow, 

in-hospital mortality, cardiogenic shock, etc). The study provided important information 

about young STEMI patients, is adding valuable information to the literature. The 

manuscript is well written.   A few comments to be addressed during revision: 1) 

Please specify the definition of coronary artery lesions used in the study for the lesion 

being accounted for multivessel CAD? 2) Table 1 showed that nearly half of the STEMI 

patients (47.6% in general) in this particularly young group had “No symptoms, no 

angina” at presentation. This is unusual. Please explain. 3) It might be a good idea to 

pre-specify a composite outcome for analysis, i.e. MACE, to re-analyze the data to see 

whether there is any statistical difference in outcome between these two groups. 4) Were 

all the STEMI culprit lesions treated with stenting? How many stents were used for each 

group of patients (in average)?  5) The manuscript cited an increased contrast used in 
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MVD patients. The authors should provide their data on this topic. 6) CIRC and LCX 

were both used in the manuscript for circumflex. Please choose one 7) Please used the 

official term of “CathPCI Registry®” 
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