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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.

	This manuscript addresses an important and clinically relevant topic in thoracic anesthesia, comparing anesthetic considerations between thoracotomy and video-assisted thoracoscopic surgery (VATS). With the global shift toward minimally invasive thoracic surgery, understanding differences in one-lung ventilation strategies and postoperative analgesia is highly valuable for optimizing perioperative outcomes. The review integrates current literature and highlights the evolving role of protective ventilation and multimodal analgesia.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	4
	

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

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

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	





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.
	NO
Suggestions:
Remove irrelevant text (“varices grades… cirrhotic patients”) which appears unrelated and likely inserted erroneously.
Clearly structure the abstract into Background, Methods, Results, Conclusion.
Include quantitative findings (e.g., effect sizes, trends).
Ensure consistency with manuscript scope.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
 Suggestions:
The manuscript lacks true critical synthesis; it is largely descriptive.
No quantitative pooling or structured comparison despite being labeled as a systematic review.
PRISMA compliance is incomplete (missing flow diagram clarity, search strings, registration).
Clarify whether this is a systematic review vs narrative review (currently ambiguous).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor concerns)
Suggestions:
Ensure uniform citation style.
Some references are duplicated (Karzai 2008 & 2009).
Include more high-impact anesthesia journals (e.g., BJA, Anesthesiology recent trials).
	

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

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

	YES (Minor/Technical)
Suggestions:
Inclusion of irrelevant text in the abstract raises concerns about manuscript integrity.
Potential methodological misrepresentation (systematic review label without full compliance).
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic; however, it demonstrates characteristics of a low-to-moderate quality systematic review with significant methodological deficiencies.
Major concerns include:
Incomplete adherence to PRISMA guidelines
Lack of critical appraisal depth
Language and formatting issues
Presence of irrelevant text suggesting poor manuscript preparation

[bookmark: _GoBack]I recommend a major revision before reconsideration. If adequately revised, it may be suitable as a narrative review rather than a systematic review.
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