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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
I	read	the	above-mentioned	manuscript	highly	interested	and	enjoyed	it	a	lot	but	it	has	a	few
problems	that	should	be	corrected:	
1.	Needs	English	edition.	
2.	Discussion	is	too	short.	
3.	It	is	better	to	have	a	review	of	the	literature.	
4.	Why	you	have	decided	to	deny	adjuvant	therapy?	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	should	be	revised	based	on	reviewers'	wishes.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Your	article	is	reviewed	by	the	reviewers	carefully.	According	to	their	comments,	this
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document	needs	minor	revision.	Please	follow	their	comments	as	requested.	
Thanks.	
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Revision	(1)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Greetings

The manuscript is changed according to all the reviewers comment.

Why you have decided denying adjuvant therapy?

1. There is no definite guild line about this rare disease.
2. We mention some article in discussion that benefit of adjuvant chemoradiation is debated .and it 

is not proved to increase the overall survival of patients .
3. Most studies recommend close follow up and perform adjuvant therapy in case of local or distant 

recurrences.

With respect.
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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	AE,	
Thanks	for	authors	patience,	I	think	it	is	now	acceptable.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	entitled	as	above	is	now	proper	for	publishing	as	a	case	report.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
The	document	is	reviewed	carefully	by	the	reviewers.	According	to	their	comments	and	your
revisions	as	requested,	this	manuscript	is	accepted.	
Thanks.	

21	Aug	2018

21	Aug	2018

21	Aug	2018

Nephro-Urol Mon. Open Peer Review; e81471. Page 6 of 6


