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| EVALUATION )

Q1 Please summarize the main theme of the review.

The review aimed to provide a comprehensive evidence base as to the effectiveness of community-based interventions
for CVD prevention so as to support the design of strategies in LMICs for the prevention of CVD

Please highlight the limitations and strengths.

Strengths

» The review was conducted in accordance with recognised standards and the protocol registered in PROSPERO

« Clear research questions

» Used validated quality assessment checklists

» Provides a PRISMA flowchart for the flow of studies through the review

« Important research topic

Limitations

» Not clear that the studies included in this review are a subset of a larger review

» No form of analysis makes the review difficult to follow and no reason provided for why no analysis has been
performed in the methods/results sections.

» The results section as written is hard to follow. It is not clear which types of community interventions are included
for each outcome and to what each of the interventions is being compared.

» The study characteristics table states country of the study but not if low or middle income

« Did not include conference abstracts so might have missed recent studies that have yet to be published as a full
manuscript

» Did not search the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews which might have included relevant SLRs to hand search
» No justification for timeframe of review (2000-2019) nor why limited to English language only

« Unsure of the term snowball sources

« The literature search results section is not clear. Without the PRISMA flowchart it would not be clear as to how many
studies were included/excluded at each level of screening.

« First section of study setting is unclear. States 32 articles were extracted but 27 studies included in the review. Need
to clarify that 5 studies were secondary publications

« Errors made with regards to HDL cholesterol reporting. If the intervention is effective then HDL should increase but in
the Lipids section the authors include lowering HDL with lowering LDL, total cholesterol, and triglycerides. It is unclear
from this section which interventions increased HDL and lowered other lipid levels

» The discussion section does not clearly provide a summary of the main findings and few limitations of the review are
reported

Please provide your detailed review report to the authors, structured in major and minor comments.

Major Comments

» Reasons need to be given as to why no analysis has been conducted.

» The results section is quite text heavy, and no measures of effect are reported in the results. Only frequency counts
of the number of studies reporting the intervention as better than the control and so on. For each outcome, a forest
plot could be created to show the treatment effect in each study for the intervention vs. the control with no pooled



estimates. This would provide a good visual to see which community interventions are better than controls and which
are not better. Each forest plot could also have sub-groups for low-income countries and middle-income countries so it
can be seen if the effectiveness of community interventions differs according to this.

« The current results section is also difficult to follow. It may be clearer if for each outcome results are split into those
from RCTS and those from other study designs. For example, body weight could have the results from RCTs followed by
the results from before and after studies. It may also be useful to split the outcomes by low- and middle-income status.
« Please ensure that results for HDL are reported correctly. An increase in HDL is good.

Minor Comments

» Provide a reason in the methods as to why English language only articles were included and why the timeframe from
2000-2019 was chosen

« Study setting section on page 6 line 164: clarification needed to say that 5 articles were secondary references, and 27
articles were primary references. So, 27 studies were included in total from 32 publications

« Please clarify “snowball sources” on line 115

» No conference abstracts were included but these may have included recent relevant studies. Please list this as a
limitation in the discussion

 Please add whether the study country was classed as low or middle income to the study characteristics table

» Please add to the text how many studies were classified as low or middle income

» Needs to be made clearer that the included studies in this research are a subset of studies from a larger systematic
review. This should be included in the methods section.

« Please add a figure for risk of bias to Risk of Bias section (page 6 line 182)

« Please clarify whether the PICOS criteria was used for the eligibility criteria in the review. This paragraph could also
be made clearer in the manuscript by having separate paragraphs for each of the PICOS criteria (Page 4 line 80)

» The sentence on line 135-136 starting “To avoid double counting, ....”. is currently not clear. Could this please be re-
written.

» Please add comparators to table 1 and a description of comparators in the study characteristics text on page 7

» The year of publication section from line 197 onwards can be deleted as it does not provide useful information for the
systematic review

« Line 285-286 states “....smoking prevalence in favour of the intervention compared to the intervention group”. Please
adjust this sentence to say control/comparison group

» The sentence starting on line 319 states “....found significant reductions in ....and prevalence of diabetes and
intermediate hyperglycaemia [41]” while the sentence starting on line 323 states “...the m-health intervention arm did
not influence the combined prevalence of intermediate hyperglycaemia and diabetes...[41]”. This is confusing since it is
the same reference with conflicting results. Please provide clarification on this study’s findings

» The literature search results section starting on page 5 line 154 is unclear. This needs to be re-written so that without
the PRISMA diagram the number of included and excluded studies at level 1 and level 2 screen can be easily identified.
 Provide a summary paragraph in the discussion of the main review findings and further report on the limitations of
this systematic literature review

PLEASE COMMENT

Is the title appropriate, concise, attractive?

Yes, the title is appropriate and describes the study well

m Are the keywords appropriate?

The key words are appropriate but | would maybe add the word "prevention”

m Is the English language of sufficient quality?

Unfortunately, some of the paragraphs and sentences are difficult to understand and will need clarification

Is the quality of the figures and tables satisfactory?

Yes.



m Does the reference list cover the relevant literature adequately and in an unbiased manner?

Yes

m Does this manuscript refer only to published data? (unpublished data is not allowed for Reviews)

Yes.

m Does the manuscript cover the issue in an objective and analytical manner

Yes.

m Was a review on the issue published in the past 12 months?
No.

Does the review have international or global implications?

No answer given.

QUALITY ASSESSMENT
Quality of generalization and summary

Significance to the field
IEXER) nterest to a general audience

X Quality of the writing

REVISION LEVEL
Please take a decision based on your comments:

Major revisions.



