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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 critical real-world evidence from South India, a region characterized by a high prevalence of diabetes and complex small-vessel disease. By demonstrating a high procedural success rate of 87.0% across both de novo lesions and in-stent restenosis, the study validates the safety and efficacy of "leave nothing behind" strategies outside of controlled clinical trials. Furthermore, the findings highlight the importance of meticulous lesion preparation and hybrid drug-eluting balloon-stent strategies in achieving excellent short-term clinical outcomes with zero major adverse cardiac events. Ultimately, this research serves as a foundational reference for clinicians in the region, supporting the expansion of drug-eluting balloon applications in complex coronary interventions. 
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5




	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is appropriate as it accurately reflects the study's core components: the specific technology used (Drug-Eluting Balloons), the clinical setting (Real-World Percutaneous Coronary Intervention), the study design (Retrospective Analysis), and the specific geographic population (South India).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	​YES. The abstract is highly comprehensive and follows a standard scientific structure. It successfully summarizes:
· ​Background and Aims: The shift toward DCB as an alternative to metallic stents.
· ​Methodology: A retrospective study of 46 patients at a tertiary center in Chennai.
· ​Key Results: Findings such as the 87.0% procedural success rate and the 67.4% use in de novo lesions.
· ​Conclusion: The favorable safety profile in complex coronary lesions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript adheres to established clinical research standards for interventional cardiology:
​Procedural Logic: It emphasizes the critical role of lesion preparation (91.3% predilatation rate), which is the gold standard for DCB efficacy.  
​Definitions: It uses standardized clinical endpoints like TIMI grade 3 flow for procedural success and MACE (Major Adverse Cardiac Events) for clinical outcomes.  
​Alignment with Evidence: The results align with major international trials (such as BELLO and PEPCAD) while highlighting specific "real-world" deviations, like the high prevalence of diabetes in the Indian cohort. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript cites 9 key sources that balance foundational knowledge with current developments:
​Foundational Trials: Includes seminal studies like Scheller et al. (2006) for ISR and the BELLO trial (2012) for small vessels.  
​Recency: Includes very recent citations from 2025 (e.g., Gąsecka et al. and Jain RK et al.), which cover the latest evidence on sirolimus-coated balloons.  
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. The authors have documented standard ethical compliance for retrospective research:
​Institutional Approval: The study protocol was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Ethics Committee of Apollo Hospitals, Chennai.  
​Declaration of Helsinki: The study was conducted in accordance with these international ethical standards.  
​Patient Privacy: All data were anonymized prior to analysis.  
​Informed Consent: The requirement for individual consent was appropriately waived by the ethics committee due to the retrospective
	





Reviewer details:

Surya Teja Nakka, Rajeev Gandhi University Of Health Sciences, India
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