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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 addresses an important and clinically relevant topic in perioperative medicine. Fluid management remains a key determinant of postoperative outcomes in major surgery, and the ongoing debate between restrictive and liberal strategies makes this review timely. The author provides a balanced discussion of physiological principles and integrates contemporary clinical evidence, including large pragmatic trials. The inclusion of ERAS principles and goal-directed therapy strengthens the practical applicability of the paper.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and reflects the content of the manuscript. No major changes are required. As an alternative, the author may consider adding 'Perioperative' at the beginning for further specificity.
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly summarizes the background, scope, and main conclusions. It may benefit from briefly mentioning one key trial (e.g., RELIEF) to strengthen its impact, but this is optional.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and logically organized. The physiological explanations are accurate, and the evidence presented is consistent with current literature. The discussion appropriately acknowledges areas of controversy and uncertainty. Minor editorial refinement would improve clarity in some sections.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, recent, and relevant. The inclusion of landmark trials and updated meta-analyses is appropriate. No major additions are required.
	

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


	Overall language quality is good and suitable for scholarly communication. Some minor grammatical and stylistic corrections may be considered during copyediting.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables and figures enhance the clarity of the manuscript. A small degree of condensation in repetitive sections may further improve readability.
The manuscript is well-prepared and clinically relevant. Only minor editorial revisions are suggested to enhance clarity and flow.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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