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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 
 

 
Patients and methode. 
2 patients were excluded due to length of procedure, this is not specified in exclusion criteria. 
 
Allocation consealment 
The procedure needs to be described more clearly. It is unclear when the patient was 
randomised, who had access to group allocation, if the envolope was sealed during the entire 
periode from randomisation til end of follow up. 
 
Administration of nerve block. 
It is unclear when the nerve block was administered, who performed the block. Who prepared 
the medication? Whether the person performing the block was blinded to group allocation. 
Was the perioperative team, the PACU and outcome assessor postoperatively blinded to 
group allocation? 
How was data logged? Case report form, directly into a seperate database or the patient's 
chart?  
 
Statistical analysis 
In the sample size calculation, what expected effect size was the calculation based on?  
Which statistical test was used in the analysis and did this test take repeated measures into 
account? 
Has the statistical analysis controlled for multiple comparisons? 
 
 
Results 
Table 1. 
Confidence intervals need to be reported for each comparison.  
The mean values and range are very close between groups. With an N=30 in each group a 
significance level of <0,0001 seems unlikel. 
   

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 
Results 
A table describing patient characteristics instead of text. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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