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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 
 

 
The strengths and weaknesses of the study are not described. 
 
Bibliographic references must follow some guide, you cannot define which rule was 
applied: Vancouver, APA, etc. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
There is no clarity of the patients' recruitment time, they only refer to the year 2017. As 
described, it seems a case-control study, but they do not specify how they calculated the 
sample size to define which significant clinical difference to consider. If it really is a 
prospective study, then the design is a quasi-randomized controlled clinical trial (they do 
not specify how randomisation was done).  
 
The results should be described and not interpreted. In the discussion they begin by telling 
what they usually do in the center; It is recommended the discussion started with the main 
and significant findings of the study. The discussion reports many data already described in 
the results. Several articles with similar objectives are described, but they are not 
contrasted with the study. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

It is an interesting study by the subject and considering it is focused on the utility for the 
patients.  
 
Yes. The authors mention this technique with wire basket they are using it 8 years ago and 
consider it has the advantage of reducing the procedure time. 
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
There is no mention of approval of the protocol by an ethics committee. It is not 
described if the informed consent was written or verbal. 
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