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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.
	
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript
	

	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
	4
The abstract succinctly summarizes the case, key clinical features, and the significance of the report. Consider adding a brief statement on the clinical implications or recommendations to enhance impact.
	

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

	


	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
The introduction provides a clear and concise overview of iatrogenic tracheal rupture (ITR), its incidence, anatomical considerations, and risk factors.

•	The inclusion of epidemiological data and anatomical vulnerability sets a strong foundation for the case report.

•	Minor suggestion: Consider clarifying the abbreviation “PITI” early on or avoid inconsistency as it appears without prior definition.
	


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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The case is detailed and well-structured, providing relevant clinical data, diagnostic steps, imaging findings, and therapeutic interventions.
•	The timeline of symptom progression and diagnostic challenges is clearly presented.
•	Figures (CT scan, bronchoscopy, intraoperative view) are appropriately referenced and enhance understanding.
•	The decision-making process, including exploratory laparoscopy and endoscopy to rule out abdominal causes, is well explained.
•	Consider including more details on the patient’s baseline airway assessment to strengthen the discussion on prevention
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Consent and ethical approval statements are clearly included and comply with standards.
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Figures and diagrams are valuable additions but ensure high-resolution images for publication
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The discussion thoroughly addresses pathophysiology, diagnostic challenges, classification, management options, and prevention strategies.
•	The explanation of pneumoperitoneum as a diagnostic distractor is insightful and clinically relevant.
•	The use of Cardillo classification is appropriate and well integrated into the management rationale.
•	The review of interventional bronchoscopy techniques and their indications is up-to-date and balanced.
•	Prevention section effectively emphasizes airway assessment and cuff pressure monitoring.
•	Suggest expanding on the role of multidisciplinary collaboration in managing such complex cases.
•	Minor editorial note: A few typographical issues (e.g., “Imagin” instead of “Imaging” in the diagnostic algorithm) should be corrected.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusion effectively reiterates the clinical importance of early diagnosis and appropriate management.
•	The emphasis on prevention and training is well placed.
•	Consider a brief statement on future directions or recommendations for clinical practice guidelines.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The reference list is comprehensive and relevant.
•	Ensure consistency in formatting and check for any minor typographical errors.
	

	15. 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
	4
Language is formal and appropriate for the target academic audience. Minor proofreading for grammar and typographical errors is recommended.
	





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.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

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

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

	yes
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