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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The article "Thrombotic Microangiopathy (TMA) after renal transplantation: current 

insights in de novo and recurrent disease" reviews the current knowledge of this disease, 

summarizing the etiopathogenesis, prognosis and treatment in the context of renal 
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transplantation. The content of this review is very complete and updated. Even so, 

authors could add some recent papers about treatment of de novo TMA with 

Eculizumab (i.e. Shochet et al., 2017 and Safa et al., 2015), since they compare with 

recurrent aHUS after transplantation.  The main comment to improve the clarity of this 

review is to improve the use of the abbreviations by:  1) Checking whether the first time 

they are use within the text is the first time they are explained 2) Making sure they do 

not use different abbreviations for the same concept (i.e. Factor H is abbreviated as CFH 

and FH, alternatively along the text) 3) Confirmig every abbreviature is mentioned at 

least once within the main body (i.e. ESRF, GIT, LM, IF, EM...)  It would help if every 

abbreviature is listed in the "Abbreviations" section. 
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