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I will repeat the comments I made in my last review because, in the version of the manuscript that I

opened today (February 5, 2025), I did not see the authors addressing my mandatory “Minor

revision”.

GENERAL COMMENTS - Manuscript QEIOS - 2024

The manuscript entitled “Impact of Telemedicine on Post-Bariatric Surgery Outcomes and Patient

Satisfaction During the COVID-19 Pandemic: A Retrospective Observational Study”, by Mendes et al., was

submitted to the journal QEIOS. In my opinion, the manuscript is very well written, it is well

documented by experimental results, and is suitable to be published in the journal QEIOS. 

I am suggesting that the manuscript is accepted with “Minor revision”, but I suggest that the “Minor

revision” must be mandatory, as I will explain below.

Mandatory “Minor revision”

Since it is well-known in experimental sciences that 1) "The number of significant figures in the

uncertainty should be one or, at most, two" and 2) "The last significant figure of the measurement

must be in the same decimal place as the last significant figure of the uncertainty," I suggest that the

authors revise Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3.

For example, in Table 1:

Instead of writing:

Female Male Total

Sex 68 (85%) 12 (15%) 80 (100%)

Age 42,3±9,86 45±10,3 42,7±9,91

%EWL 83,6±22,6 74,2±14 82,2±21,7

They HAVE TO write:

Female Male Total

Sex 68 (85%)  12 (15%)  80 (100%)

Age 42,3±9,9  45±10  42,7±9,9

%EWL 84±23  74±14 82±22

And so on in Table 2 and Table 3.
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