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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.

	The manuscript highlights the potential role of low-cost, non-invasive interventions in resource-constrained healthcare settings, especially in sub-Saharan Africa. It addresses an important and clinically relevant topic in perioperative medicine, namely the prevention of postoperative nausea and vomiting (PONV) using PC6 acupressure.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
A considerable proportion of the references (approximately 34%) are outdated.
Other references are not appropriately cited within the manuscript as number 35, and the references in Table 20 are not numbered. 
In addition, other references are not cited in the list of references as “Kotani et al. 2001, and Zarate et al. 2001”. 

The authors are advised to revise the reference list to ensure that more recent evidence is incorporated and that all references are properly cited in the text and tables.”

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Several concerns reduce the overall quality and reliability of the reference section. A considerable proportion of the references (approximately 34%) are outdated. In addition, there are inconsistencies in citation formatting and referencing throughout the manuscript. For example, Reference 35 is listed but not cited within the manuscript text, and the references presented in Table 2 are not properly numbered. Furthermore, some studies mentioned in the table, such as “Kotani et al. 2001” and “Zarate et al. 2001,” are not included in the reference list. 
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The manuscript is generally well written and academically structured. However, minor grammatical inconsistencies, repetitive phrasing, and occasional overly long sentences should be revised for improved readability and flow.
For example:
	Line 8:
	remains 
	remain

	Line 37:   

	confirmed additive                                   
	confirmed an additive

	Line 78:
	established
	have established

	
	versus
	compared to

	Line 85:
	African applicability                                    
	applicability in Africa

	Line 148:
	full-text 
	the full-text 

	Line 235:
	at time of publication
	at the time of publication

	Line 253, 4
	even with lower
	even with a lower

	Line 254
	substantial given 
	substantial, given 



	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	      YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	       NO
Several concerns reduce the overall quality and reliability of the reference section. A considerable proportion of the references (approximately 34%) are outdated. In addition, there are inconsistencies in citation formatting and referencing throughout the manuscript. For example, Reference 35 is listed but not cited within the manuscript text, and the references presented in Table 2 are not properly numbered. Furthermore, some studies mentioned in the table, such as “Kotani et al. 2001” and “Zarate et al. 2001,” are not included in the reference list.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	      NO
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