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	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 is an important manuscript for the scientific community, as it documents the successful management of a giant Zenker's diverticulum with significant intrathoracic extension, representing a rare presentation not commonly described in the literature. It reinforces the enduring relevance of the open transcervical approach in an era of endoscopic predominance, thus helping clinicians sharpen the decision-making process for anatomically complex cases. All these important points, with detailed surgical steps and imaging descriptions, add significant practical value to otolaryngologists, gastrointestinal surgeons, and trainees. This report also serves to offer a reminder regarding the diagnostic role of classic physical findings, such as Boyce's sign, which are often underemphasized in modern practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable, it clearly reflects the nature of the case and underlines the rare intrathoracic extension.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured. However, I recommend adding a clearer concluding statement emphasizing why the open approach was selected. Also, if available, mention the exact size of the diverticulum for clarity and scientific precision. Otherwise, the content effectively summarizes the case.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The clinical presentation, diagnostics, operative strategy, and postoperative course are described correctly and align with current surgical standards. The discussion compares properly open versus endoscopic techniques and justifies the chosen management with regard to the size of the diverticulum and the anatomical complexity. No major scientific inaccuracies were found.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are mostly current and relevant.
	

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


	The language is of good quality, clear to understand, and suitable for scholarly communication with proper terminology.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is strong, clinically valuable, and well-written, requiring only small improvements in abstract refinement, and minor language editing.
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