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bioresorbable vascular scaffolds. This manuscript is nicely structured and well written.  

I have no question about this manuscript. 
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Overall I found the paper extremely well written and well carried out.   1. The title 

identifies this as a systematic review but may be too long.  2. Abstract: The abstract is 

structured, states the objectives, and states the main conclusions. It does not state the 

inclusion/exclusion criteria, databases searched or methods for quality assessment.  3. 

Methods: The paper does give sufficient detail on how the study was conducted 

including databases, search criteria, and dates. Two reviewers carried out the searches 

independently and did not mention a third to judge discrepancies. Inclusion and 

exclusion criteria were explicitly stated. The author judged study quality using standard 

criteria. Primary and secondary objectives were clearly stated and the data would be 

available from the reports.   Statistical analysis is well described except that handling of 

missing data was not considered. Given the nature of the analysis individual patient 

level data was not available.   4. Results. The paper did not provide a flow diagram of 

the abstracted data as recommended. Tables were provided that described trial size, 

intervention, etc.   5. Discussion: The reviewers appeared to be fair but complete in 

their analysis. They importantly identify the limitations of the data available, 

particularly the short term follow up and lack of hard endpoints.   This study 

highlights the limitations in our knowledge. 
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ANSWER: 

Many thanks appreciated for this response and appreciation of our research findings in 

the field. The paper was harmonized according to the provided criticism and 

recommendations of the editor. 

1. The paper was optimized according to the recommendations of the editor 

emphasizing the main points. 

2. Abstract was harmonized. The only inclusion criterion was the studies of the 

polymeric bioresorbable scaffolds which is mentioned elsewhere. 

3. Methods provide all the necessary info regarding the focus of the paper. The point 

here is that the only bioresorbable scaffolds in multiple clinical trials in the market today 

is BVS of Abbott Vascular. Other polymeric scaffolds are not properly studied yet to get 

examined. 

4. The flow diagram is simply not applicable in our case. The table as it was mentioned is 

comprehensive enough. 

5. We totally agree with a reviewer. I would underline that one of the objectives was 

actually to emphasize the most challenging points in ABSORB studies as well as a way 

how those results were interpreted and adapted for the real clinical practice.  
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Dear Sir/ Madam, 
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1) Confirm that my figures are original or adapted for publication and I 

have all the rights and provide you with a permission approval. Do 

you need it as a Letter? Please, inform me about the way to grant this 

permission. 

2) I would confirm the amendments in the paper. Regretfully I cannot 

track all the corrections of the editor merely because the file was saved 

without tracking. I have compared the files in the compatibility mode 

matching the previous version with the current one. It looks like you 

just elaborated some Journal’s info.  

3) I have corrected my affiliation slightly with my new address. 
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