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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The authors report a case serie of CBCT guided endonasal surgery, evaluating
satisfaction of the surgeon and complication rate. The study was approved by the The manuscript has been thoroughly modified
local ethic commission.

The study is well designed, aims are clear and methods are in accordance to the
objectives.

The results are well exposed, discussion exposes relevant literature regarding CBCT
vs CT, and indications of FESS.

My only suggestion is to use only one abbreviation: either ESS or (better as more
frequently used) FESS. Also, | would suggest changing “navigation”, as the word
confounds to intra-operative navigation imaging, what was not the case. The CBCT
was done preoperatively to perform identification of anatomy of each patient.

Minor REVISION comments

none

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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