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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	Early recognition and prompt treatment of SRAD are crucial, as delayed diagnosis can lead to serious complications such as persistent hypertension, renal infarction or even permanent renal damage. This case report not only highlights the diverse and often misleading clinical presentation of SRAD, but also emphasises the importance of using advanced imaging techniques for accurate diagnosis. By highlighting the diagnostic challenges and therapeutic considerations, this study contributes valuable knowledge to improve clinical awareness and guide effective treatment strategies for this rare but potentially life-threatening condition.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, it is suitable.
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and provides sufficient information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically accurate and provides a detailed description of the clinical presentation, diagnostic process and management of spontaneous renal artery dissection (SRAD). The authors effectively refer to established diagnostic approaches, such as CT angiography and multiplanar reconstruction, and their management strategy is in line with current clinical practice. The discussion of differential diagnosis, potential risk factors and follow-up strategies further supports the scientific credibility of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references provided in the manuscript are sufficient and appropriate. As an additional suggestion, I would recommend including the article entitled 'Acute Renal Infarcts from Spontaneous Intra-Renal Dissection: Case Series with a Review of Literature' (DOI: 10.47363/amr/2021(8)206i), as it is a recent study published in 2021 and could provide valuable insights to support the discussion.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The language and quality of the manuscript are suitable for academic communication. The text is clear, coherent and follows the conventions of academic writing. The terminology is appropriate to the field and the arguments are presented in a structured and comprehensible manner. Overall, the manuscript effectively communicates the intended scientific content.
	

	Optional/General comments

	
The authors present a well-structured and clear manuscript that effectively outlines the patient's clinical presentation, diagnosis, and treatment. The case is significant due to the rarity of SRAD, and the detailed description of clinical findings, laboratory results, and imaging strategies adds valuable insight. The discussion appropriately highlights the importance of differential diagnosis in similar cases.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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