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communications?

Optional/General comments Decoding In-Stent Restenosis: A Single Center Experience

The above scientific document on the treatment of in-stent restenosis (ISR) presents this problem well. The analysis concerns 50 cases from a single research center. The
analysis included patients with both chronic coronary syndrome and those in whom the manifestation of ISR was acute coronary syndrome, however, several groups of
patients, including patients with STEMI, were excluded from this analysis, which could have influenced the final conclusions. The main limitation of the analysis is the small
number of patients, especially those treated with drug-coated balloons. The main reason for ISR was underexpansion of the stent, which correlates with other reports on
ISR. The researchers presented that the use of ticagrelor and prasugrel correlated with a reduced number of MACCE, but they did not specify whether the use of these
drugs was associated with the presentation of acute syndrome (then it is also obvious), or they were also used in stable coronary disease. There is also no data on the
choice of DES vs. DCB depending on the cause of ISR. In the case of imaging and detection of stent under-expansion, there is no data on the percentage of cases in which
the recommended stent apposition was achieved.

The use of imaging to optimize ISR treatment resulted in a reduction of MACCE seems to be an obvious conclusion. The conclusion that a greater number of devices used
translates into a better result, without specifying in how many cases success was achieved, e.g. 80% stent expansion, seems not obvious.

Apart from the above-mentioned comments, | consider the analysis to be good and worth publishing.

PART 2:

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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

Reviewer Details:

Name: Bartosz Olajossy

Department, University & Country 1st Military Hospital in Lublin, Poland

Created by: DR Checked by: PM Approved by: MBM Version: 3 (07-07-2024)




