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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 case series demonstrates the versatile utility of the Accura balloon in challenging pulmonary stenosis (PS) cases across pediatric, adult, and elderly patients, where standard balloons failed due to large annuli, calcification, or complex lesions like ASD. It provides real-world evidence of its biomechanical advantages—high burst pressure, stable waist formation, and reduced slippage—addressing unmet needs in adult/elderly PS management, which remains technically demanding despite BPV being standard in youth. For the scientific community, this expands limited literature (mostly single cases or small adult cohorts) by showcasing staged interventions (e.g., PS before ASD closure in RV dysfunction) and pediatric combined procedures, potentially guiding bailout strategies in resource-variable settings
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	The title is suitable, precisely describing the intervention, indication, and patient diversity. No alternative needed
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Add quantitative gradient reductions (e.g., Case 1: 110 to post-value mmHg; Case 3: 74 to 23 mmHg) for impact, and briefly note no complications or follow-up stability to strengthen results without exceeding brevity
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct: Procedures align with standard BPV techniques (e.g., extra-support wires, stepwise inflation), WHO/ESC/AHA guidelines for staged ASD closure in RV dysfunction are aptly applied, and advantages (e.g., BAR >1.2, high-pressure tolerance) match literature. Detailed biomechanics and case-specific rationales enhance validity. Minor limitations: Lacks exact post-gradient values/numerical outcomes in text (implied in figures/videos), short-term follow-up only, and small series (n=3) precludes statistics; no pulmonary regurgitation quantification despite emphasis on controlled inflation
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient (7 key papers) and mostly recent (2015-2024), covering foundational (Kan 1982), Accura-specific (Sofi 2023, Adhikari 2024), and guidelines. Strong support for claims. Suggestions: Add Lanjewar et al. (2021) on Inoue balloon in adolescents/adults for comparison [from context], and McCracken et al. (2018) meta-analysis on adult BPV outcomes to contextualize elderly challenges. For pediatric extension, cite recent combined PS/ASD cases if available
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