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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should
write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The manuscript title clearly states what the study is all about, however there are gaps
to befilled in the area of problem statement and justification for this study. The
methodology was not clearly or explicit enough as the author did not show what was
done for the 100 patients recruited for the study. The operational definition of low HDL
was not stated and among the patients recruited, how many have low HDL? This also
was not reflected in the manuscript. The results should include the demography of the
patients, how many males, how many females, age ranges, which age range has low
HDL....... , the identified predictors of Ml before the table of logistic regression. The
author did not relate his findings to studies that had been done in this area before but
rather talked about niacin and statin treatment.

The conclusion cannot be inferred from the write-up. The references however were well
written, although some of the references were not recent.

Revised

Minor REVISION comments

It will be better for the author when introducing a term for the first time, to write it out in full
before the abbreviation. Some of the similar terms used should have been mentioned as well

Noted

Optional/General comments

The concept was good but the manuscript was not scientifically robust and technically sound

Revised
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