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disease patients: Results from NeoRegistry in India”  This manuscript is about a survey 

of patients having received a biodegradable drug-eluting stent (NeoHexa DES), in order 

to reduce restenosis, with a low rate of stent thrombosis. The purpose was to study the 

efficiency of NeoHexa DES by comparison with other stents. For that, the authors 

surveyed a cohort of 129 patients, some of them having co-morbide conditions such as 

hypertension or diabetes mellitus. The authors concluded NeoHexa could be suggested 

as an effective stent for the treatment of lesions in the coronary arteries. In the discussion, 

the authors addressed the economic issue explaining that “cost effectiveness remains a 

key factor in the decision-making process for patients and health care providers in India” 

This study can be useful, and could be published.  Nevertheless I have several 

questions. In the discussion, I did not fully understand the sentences: “MACE rates in 

our study are comparable to previously reported incidence rates for other BP-DES: 

Endeavor stent (12.9%), NOBORI stent (11%), and Metafor SES (1.6%). Moreover, our 

results are comparable to the rate observed in the SPIRIT II trial (7.2%).”  For NeoHexa, 

the MACE rate was 4.87%. The authors said that this rate was comparable to other 

BP-DES, but these were 12.9%, 11%, 1.6%, which is different from 4.86%. The authors 

also indicated that the results were comparable to the rate observed in the SPIRIT II trial, 

which is 7.2%. How can these different results be comparable? Please, explain more 

clearly what it means  Minor remark: on Table I: add the number and percentage of 

females 
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