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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 
 

 
What was the size of the tumour ??  Were they all more than 3 cm??why do we need to do 
CT or MRI before TURBT if tumour was less than 3cm ? What about multiple tumours ?? 
 
 
 
In the method section second last line positive predictive value and negative predictive 
values of VI-RADS have been mentioned for statistical analysis besides specificity and 
sensitivity however they have been omitted in the result section. If PV and PPV were not 
assessed, remove these two terms from method section or else provide data in the result 
section for the same 
 
Detailed commets have been provided in the manuscript reviewer MS word sheet as 
attached  

We thank the reviewer for this suggestion. We apologize that we failed to 
mention the tumor characteristics such as tumor size and number of tumors in 
the original manuscript. Necessary corrections have been made in the 
resubmitted manuscript. Not all tumors were more than 3 cm. While cross-
sectional imaging is not generally performed for tumors less than 3 cm, 
mpMRI was performed in all patients for the purpose of the study. Due 
consent was taken from all patients before enrolling them in the study. In the 
case of multiple tumors, the tumor with the highest VI-RADS score was 
considered (This was mentioned in the original manuscript). 
 
We have calculated PPV and NPV for VI-RADS cut-offs of ≥ 2 and ≥ 3, 
however, we failed to include that data in the original manuscript. It was an 
oversight. However, we have included this information in the resubmitted 
manuscript. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Correction of grammatical mistakes as indicated  
 

This has been done. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The study has been well planned, designed and the article well written and can be 
accepted for publication after revision. 

 

 
 
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 are no ethical issues in the manuscript. 
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