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150 patients were included. The URF-V2 had higher visiblility No differences in surgical operating time, time in the
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Conclusions

* The performance of single use digital fURS are
Introduction and Objectives

* There are currently no in vivo studies comparing the

approaching that of reusable high-end digital fURS

* As the cost for these single use scopes continues to

performance of the different types of single use fURS decrease and performance improves, they offer a

LithoVue PU3022A  URF-V2 LithoVue  PU3022A  URF-V2 feasible alternative to reusable fURS especially in
* AiIm: to compare the operative performance of 2 single use

digital fURS to a modern reusable video fURS Figure 2: Comparison of visibility and manoeuvrabllity scores between the 3 flexible ureteroscope o
groups. *p<0.05, **p<0.01 Is high.

complex stone cases where the risk of scope damage




