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Review Form 1.6

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

1- Sample size calculation not mentioned

2- No statistical analysis paragraph about the type of variables (continuous and
categorical variables and its representation) and tests used in this study

3- In methodology, the strategy for continuing TIVA throughout the whole surgical
procedure has not been clarified i.e maintenance dose or top up doses of
propofol (only induction dose mentioned), also timing of hemodynamic
monitoring during the surgery, as well as timing of assessing sedation score
after the surgery need to be specify

4- In result: the patient characteristic data not mentioned in table and not
compared statistically between two groups to assess homogenicity of sample
selected
Also, no statistical comment on the difference between the two group regarding
the sedation score only you mention values without referring to test used nor if
there is a significant difference or not between group

5- The subtitle (observation) has no role in the study and should be replaced by
(RESULT) according to the standard scientific research writing items and all the
result mentioned within this subtitle and no need to repeat the full datain
discussion later only just give a hint about what you will discuss to avoid
duplicate the information

6- In discussion: the last three paragraphs discuss the hemodynamic effect of
nalpuphine in other studies while you did not statistically study this
hemodynamics in your research and did not reveal the study drugs effect on
this variable and it was not from your objectives in this research in order to
compare it with other studies.

7- References: please write the reference uniformly according to the journal
strategy.

- references no (9,10,11,12,13,14,15) need to be completed as no year, volume
nor pages of the article mentioned

Minor REVISION comments

In the introduction
1- The second, and the last two paragraphs have no references
2- Ref () is incorrectly positioned
3- The sixth paragraph (Many analgesics are used in premedication but the post
operative analgesia is) it is better to be removed as the next paragraphs will give the
same meanings
4- Aim and objectives should be removed as they will be mentioned later in the right
context in the research
In methodology:
1- Use the already recognized medical abbreviations (inj...?)injectable, it is just sufficient
to be mentioned as 1.V
2- Inclusion and exclusion criteria better to be written in a continuous paragraph rather
than in numbering form(and patient acceptance should be firstly mentioned before the
others and the same for exclusion ;patient refusal)
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Optional/General comments

The research should be revised according to the grammatical rules

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)
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