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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	In my opinion, I think it is a critical and challenging study for many reasons:

      1. The modern requirements for rapid wound healing.

      2. Improving the aesthetic appearance of the resultant scar.

      3. Minimizing the complication of the resultant scar.

4. Improving the quality of life of patients.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable and comprehensive.

	

	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 of this article is very long and needs to be more concise, especially the introduction, results and conclusion. Two comprehensive sentences are sufficient for each part of this abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Manuscript is scientifically correct but needs to be more concise, especially the introduction, as it is very long and contains much less important information, making it redundant. The author should merge his/her aim and objectives at the end of the introduction, clarifying the rationale of this study.

2. The author should mention the method of randomization.

3. The presented photos are of poor quality and not sufficient, as more follow-up photos are needed to clarify the result of each method and its complication.

4. Patient satisfaction also needs to be assessed.

5. Results and its data presentation were done using tables only, as many of them are very long, so it is better to use graphs and charts for their data presentation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References cited need to be more recent, as the most recent one is in 2017.

References cited at the introduction are not sufficient.  


	

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


	The language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications
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