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Article “ CT-guided catheter drainage with urokinase and ozone in management of empyema” is

according to my opinion, acceptable for publication. The only needed is minor revision about

language. This article is worthwile for publication.
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The article is good. There are some minor language imperfections. Methods are not clear: how

patients were selected? how the authors decided to treat with any of the three methods? I suppose

that the more complicated cases were treated more aggressively. why diabetic patients were not

treated? they were excluded from the study or were not treated at all? There were differences in the

size of catheters used in the different groups? Pneumothorax does not seem to be in complicance

though that the patients had a drainage. I think that after the authors clarify these aspects the article

could be accepted.
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This paper might be interesting, as the use of ozone combined with urokinase in the management of

empyema is unusual. However, in my opinion there are two limits that strongly weaken the value of

the study. First, the authors administered intrapleural urokinase 50000 UI once just for one day: in all

the most recent papers published on this topic urokinase was administered for at least three days, so

it is likely that fibrinolytic treatment has been underdosed in this paper. Second, and most important,

if group II (urokinase alone, 24 successful treatments and 8 failures) and group III (urokinase + ozone,

36 successful treatments and 5 failures) are directly compared with chi-square test excluding the

group treated with only pleural drainage, there is no difference between the two groups (p= 0.267): it

follows that it is hard to conclude that urokinase plus ozone is more effective than urokinase alone.

The authors should deeply change their discussion and conclusions accordingly
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