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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
This manuscript reports a clinical case of recurring bilateral renal artery stenosis 
with decreased renal function in a 62 y.o. female patient. Worsening of serum 
creatinine was used as an indication of deteriorating renal function whereas 
increased blood pressure was used as an indicator of RAAS activation following 
atherosclerotic renal artery stenosis. The conclusion of the study is that 
percutaneous renal intervention with no-stenting in bilateral on-stent restenosis may 
contribute to reversing renal dysfunction even in patients undergoing previous 
intervention.  
 
Comments: the article is properly written and can be followed with relative ease. 
Perhaps reporting the values in a table would facilitate comparison between initial 
values and recurring conditions to the final outcome. 
 
 

 
Thank you so much for your comments. We inserted the table as 
requested. Please see Appendix.  
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