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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This study evaluated different oxygen delivery methods in the emergence period of 

elderly orthopedic patients. This study indicated that HFNCO can improve oxygen 

partial pressure after anesthesia.  The quality of the manuscript is acceptable. And the 

conclusions appropriately summarize the data that this study provided.  However, this 

study includes several kinds of orthopedic surgery, which may be a potential 

influencing factor of postoperative lung function. The author needs further clarification 

on this point. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Hypothesis (specific) is missing in the introduction section of manuscript. Additionally, I 

would request the authors to start discussion with their outcomes and studies 

supporting/ conflicting the trial findings.  Lastly, I am not sure PaO2> 100 (110 in 

traditional group VS 190 in HFO group) makes any clinical difference in relatively 

healthy old age patient cohort. I guess this will be important difference in sicker patients, 

thoracic/ cardiac surgery patients and difficult intubation patients.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

I want to thank the authors for addressing the reviewer's initial comments.  However, 

The hypothesis still appears quite vague - one technique has an advantage over the other 

appears very vague. I hope the authors will be able to address this and make it more 

specific and appropriate. On side note, they will need to define for the reader what they 

mean by having an advantage. 

 

 


