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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides an in-depth and up-to-date overview of intra-aortic balloon pump (IABP) technology, its physiological principles, and its evolving clinical applications. It bridges historical perspectives with current advancements, emphasizing its relevance even amidst emerging devices like Impella and ECMO. For the scientific and clinical community, this paper serves as a valuable reference summarizing evidence-based indications, patient-selection criteria, and device innovations that inform decision-making in cardiac critical care. 
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	The abstract is detailed and well-structured, summarizing the main objectives, physiological mechanisms, and clinical significance. However, it could be slightly condensed for readability and should include quantitative or outcome-based findings where applicable (e.g., “Recent studies show a 10–20% improvement in short-term hemodynamic stability”).
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Replace long sentences with concise statements.

Add a closing sentence explicitly highlighting the manuscript’s practical implications for tertiary cardiac centers and future research directions.
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	The manuscript is scientifically sound, presenting information from credible and recent literature, including Cochrane reviews and contemporary trials like IABP-SHOCK II. Physiological explanations, indications, contraindications, and technological updates are correctly presented. Minor attention could be given to sentence structure and redundancy in sections discussing historical developments and complications. Adding more quantitative comparisons (e.g., success rates, complication percentages) would enhance the evidence-based rigor.
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