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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes. The title appears apt.
The chapter adequately addresses the technical principles, physiological rationale, clinical outcomes and future directions of sution-enabled retrograde intrarenal surgery.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	Yes. The abstract is concise, precise and well-written.
Thas last sentence in the background section may be changed as “ This chapter critically evaluates the technological and physiological principles of integrating suction into RIRS and its clinical implications.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	This chapter addresses commonly performed procedure in the current era. The chapter offers a thorough narrative ranging from the limitations of conventional RIRS to physiolocial rationale of integrating suction to RIRS, the technical principles involved, the clinical applications and outcomes of the use of suction and the future directions for further improvements. 
Additional information on the evolution of access sheaths and suction technologies would add to the better understanding of integration of both.
Also, it will be prudent to provide an algorithm to suck or not to suck would better facilitate 
individualization of the technology.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Nedbal C, Gauhar V, Yuen SKK, et al. Quadrifecta during retrograde intrarenal surgery: suction, irrigation, intrarenal temperature and pressure: achieving best clinical outcomes – an overview from EAU Endourology. Therapeutic Advances in Urology. 2025;17. doi:10.1177/17562872251335268
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	

The chapter is wel articulated.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
No
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