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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript presents a comprehensive bibliometric analysis of the global research landscape concerning the application of paravertebral block (PVB) in thoracic surgery. It is important for the scientific community because it visualizes knowledge trends, identifies research hotspots, and evaluates international collaboration in this domain. The use of CiteSpace software enhances the reliability of trend analysis and keyword clustering. It contributes to pain management literature and provides guidance for future clinical and interdisciplinary research.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It accurately reflects the content and methodology of the study. However, it may be slightly improved by adding the timeframe: Suggested alternative: "Current Application Status and Trends in Paravertebral Block for Thoracic Surgery: A 2004–2024 Bibliometric Analysis"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Th abstract is informative and well-structured, highlighting aims, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it can be improved by explicitly stating the number of articles analyzed (931) and the key visualization findings. It would also benefit from explicitly mentioning the CiteSpace tool in the methodology portion of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Manuscript is scientifically sound. The bibliometric methodology is appropriately applied. The data collection process is transparent, and the results are well-supported by figures and tables. The interpretation is robust, and the conclusions are valid.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent, sufficient, and relevant. The authors have cited key studies from 2014–2023. However, to improve the manuscript, the authors may consider including:

· More references from recent meta-analyses on PVB and thoracic surgery outcomes.

· A citation on the global increase in regional anesthesia use during minimally invasive surgeries.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is clear, scholarly, and appropriate for publication. Minor edits could improve fluency, such as reducing repetition in some parts and simplifying overly complex sentences in the Discussion section.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures should be numbered and captioned more clearly.

· The timeline view and clustering results would benefit from a more detailed explanation.

· Consider including a limitations paragraph in the Discussion section.
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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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