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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

A very well written review of current status of "state of art" interventions in kidney stoned disease. I 

only recommend authors include one table and include the advantages and disadvantages of all 

biological procedures they are adding to in the manuscript. An evidence of all the studies performed 

with SWL, adding a seperate table will add to the value of the paper. In conclusion, the manuscript is 

well written and is well for any clnician toned. A few additions as above is to improve the quality of 

the paper.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Dear authors,  This is an interesting manuscript which contains history of URS. There is a need of 

some revisions  in the manuscript  1. The manuscript has an interesting subject about the 

advancement in ureteroscopic instruments and techniques. 2. There are some mistakes in gramer of 

the manuscript. Some words are written adjacent. These words were painted red and underlined. 3. 

The title should  contain not only “current status” also future expectations. 4. The abstract gives a 

clear delineation of the research. The authors can change the key words according to the large 

spectrum of manuscript. ( for example; ureteroscopy, techniques,ureteral 

stones,treatment,advances…..   5. The authors explained technological advances in ureteroscopy in 

part 3.But more discussion is needed. The authors mentioned first URS in 1912 and then modern 

ureteroscope in 1980. But what about between 1912-1980 ? Are there any other advances in 

technology between this period ? What about of pneumatic litotripsy before laser ? Are there any 

differences in success and complications of these methods ? 6. In surgical management of stone 

disease ; the authors can give more information about URS approaches  to the stones with different  

localizations. URS first beginned to use for lower ureteral stones and partly for mid ureteral stones, 

and then for proximal stones. The location of stone is important fort he success and complication of 

procedure.  7. Although URS is minimally invasive procedure, it has major complications such as 

avulsion or stricture. The authors should discuss the complications more detailed.  8.  References 

should be reviewed by authors and if there was some references from a possible” reference of 

references”, these  should be corrected. 
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