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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
Comments	to	Editor:	
Title	
•	good	
Abstract	
•	good	
Keyword	
•	good	
Introduction	
•	Authors	just	should	express	better	in	the	last	paragraph	that	“What	does	report	add	to	the
medical	literature?”	
Case	presentation	
•	good	
Discussion	
•	good	
References	
•	Where	available,	PMID	and	DOI	for	the	references	must	be	provided.	

6	Jul	2018
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Overall:	
•	The	authors	have	done	a	pretty	good	job.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	authors	should	revise	the	manuscript	based	on	reviewers'	comments.	
Thanks

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Please	revise	the	manuscript	based	on	reviewers'	comments.	
Thanks

11	Jul	2018

11	Jul	2018
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Revision	(1)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Reviewers' Comments:

Reviewer 1:
MANUSCRIPT REVIEW FORM
Manuscript ID: 81059
Manuscript Full Title: 
Anesthetic Management of T12 Schwannoma for a patient with
Churg-Strauss Syndrome: A Case Report
Technical correctness: Good 
Novelty/originality: Good
RECOMMENDATION: Acceptance with just minor revision 

Comments to Editor:

Title
• good
Abstract 
• good
Keyword 
• good
Introduction
• Authors just should express better in the last paragraph that “What dose report add to the medical 
literature?”

A paragraph has been added in the introduction section.
Case presentation
• good
Discussion
• good

References
• Where available, PMID and DOI for the references must be provided.

PMID and DOI are not available.

Overall:
• The authors have done a pretty good job.
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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	AE,	
The	study	is	reviewed	carefully.	According	to	comments	and	revisions	by	the	author,	this
manuscript	is	accepted.	
Thanks	

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC	
Based	on	the	authors'	answers	to	the	reviewers'	comments,	the	reviewer(s)	have
recommended	publication.	
Kind	regards.	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
The	document	is	reviewed	carefully	by	the	reviewers.	According	to	their	comments	and	your
revisions	as	requested,	this	manuscript	is	accepted.	
Thanks.	

11	Aug	2018

15	Aug	2018

15	Aug	2018
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