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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

I propose some considerations to take into account in order to be published: 1. It is a nice topic and it 

is controversial, good election. 2. It is not structurated as the standard manuscripts: 

introduction-M&M-discussion-conclusion. 3. Introduction: delete the last 3 lines, it is a pretencious 

opinion.  4. Page 5: "urologists...for UTUC?": The reason the natural agresive behavior of UUT 

Carcinoma, one more time it is a pretencious opinion. 5. Page 5: "a segmental ureterectomy...further 

here": why? then change the title of the review to endoscopic mangement and not "nephron sparing" 

because it is a part of it. 6. PAge 8: "as the systematic review...": This article is not a systematic review, 

it is not described the method, the protocol, the screeening form, the data extraction and so on. IT is 

not stuctured like this so it is a "non systematic literature review" 7. The conclusion are in grade with 

EAU guidelines to perform non invasive treatment for UUT carcinoma, no news. 8. references: the 

letters don't have the same pattern. It seems to much references. Some of them have 1 author et al, 

some of them 2 authors et al. some of them 3 authors et al. you must fit it.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The topic is very interesting and is currently under discussion. There are a number of issues that 

should be clarified by the authors to enhance this good work. It is necessary to define the 

methodology made during the review and the time covered, it can not be defined as a "systematically 

review" without knowing the methodology. -In the section "nephron sparing treatments for UTUC" 

the second paragraph needs of references, because otherwise seems more a personal opinions. -The 

References are not properly made. 
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