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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. Yes. The article has scientific value. 
 
 
 
2. yes it is suitable 
 
 
3. The abstract of the article is insufficient. 
 
 
4. yes  it is suitable 
 
5. yes 
 
 
6. references are sufficient and up to date 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
 
 
The language of the article is understandable 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

It is more appropriate to give information about bilateral tension pneumothorax instead of single or 
double lumen endotracheal tubes in the abstract section. 
Brief information about the case should be provided. 
In the case presentation section; It should be stated how the diagnosis of bilateral tension 
pneumothorax was made (radiologically?, physical examination?). 
In the keywords section; Abbreviations should not be used and there should be a space between 
words. 
In the INTRODUCTION section; In the abstract section, the abbreviation DLT is written as DLTs 
here and in other parts of the article. must be corrected. 
Additionally, in this section, more detailed information about bilateral tension pneumothorax should 
be given and its difference from tension pneumothorax should be stated. 
In the case report section; It is appropriate to explain why a double lumen endotracheal tube is 
used in the mediastinoscopy procedure and why single lung ventilation is performed. because a 
single-lumen endotracheal tube is usually used in this procedure and there is no need for single 
lung ventilation.  
It is not understood why the patient was placed in the left lateral decubitus position and 
thoracoscopy was planned. The reason for mediastinoscopy should be explained to the patient with 
the diagnosis (subgroup determination?, response to treatment? etc.). 
It should be noted that free air was removed by puncture before bilateral chest tubes were inserted 
into the patient. 
In figure 1, the chest tube on the right is 5-6. It looks like it was inserted from the intercostal. 
Subcutaneous emphysema cannot be expected to completely resolve in one day. 
In the Discussion section; Reference sentence 5 should be reviewed because tension 
pneumothorax is a very serious condition. 
It was not understood why the patient was placed in the thoracoscopy position. 
Isn't it more appropriate to pull the double lumen tube into the trachea (further back) instead of 
removing the double lumen endotracheal tube and placing a single lumen endotracheal tube? 
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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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