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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
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Acceptable 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

Suitable 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

1. To use the term End-stage Kidney Disease (ESKD) instead of ESRD according to the 
updated nomenclature guidelines. 

2. In the objective section, the number of cases in this series is only 4 (3 of them were Randal 
plaques), and the follow-up data at one year, thus it would be better to remove the last 
phrases: 
“To highlight the potential benefits of ex-vivo surgery in expanding the pool of suitable 
organs for transplantation and to generate insights that can contribute to the ongoing 
discussion on the optimal operative management of graft urolithiasis. The long-term impact 
on graft function and outcomes will also be explored”. 

3. I would suggest adding and reviewing the following reference: 
Longo N, Calogero A, Creta M, Celentano G, Napolitano L, Capece M, La Rocca R, 
Sagnelli C, Carlomagno N, Peluso G, Pagano T, Campanile S, Dodaro CA, Sica A, 
Califano G, Crocetto F, Fusco F, Mangiapia F, Santangelo M. Outcomes of Renal Stone 
Surgery Performed Either as Predonation or Ex Vivo Bench Procedure in Renal Grafts from 
Living Donors: A Systematic Review. Biomed Res Int. 2020 Nov 27;2020:6625882. doi: 
10.1155/2020/6625882. PMID: 33335926; PMCID: PMC7723480. 
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