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PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the scientific
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

| appreciate the detailed and practical nature of this case report, which offers valuable insights into the
real-world application of PCI in managing ISR. However, to strengthen its contribution to the scientific
community, the manuscript should incorporate a more in-depth analysis of ISR's pathophysiology and
evidence-based treatment options

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

"Management of Intra-Stent Restenosis: A Case Report and Review of Percutaneous Coronary
Intervention Strategies”

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do No
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some

points in this section? Please write your

suggestions here.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript Yes

appropriate?

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

This manuscript falls short of providing comprehensive scientific evidence and insights into the
mechanisms and underlying causes of ISR. Ideally, ISR management should involve intracoronary
imaging techniques like Intravascular Ultrasound (IVUS) or Optical Coherence Tomography (OCT) to
identify mechanisms such as early elastic return (recoil), vascular remodeling, and neointimal
hyperplasia. These technigues also help detect underlying issues like malapposition and stent fracture.
The absence of these details in this case due to the unavailability of such techniques limits the
manuscript's scientific robustness. Including these aspects would enhance the manuscript's value,
providing a deeper understanding of ISR mechanisms and more informed management strategies,
thereby benefiting both clinical practice and research.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

The references are sufficient and recent, covering a range of studies that support the discussion points.

Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable.
Suggestions
Some sentences are lengthy and could be broken down into shorter, more concise statements.

Optional/General comments
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Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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