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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The article is devoted for the management of a seriously witnessed surgical complication; postoperative hernia. Even more, using such a simple-effective technique is considered as a matter of interest.  As a personal experience, I used this technique before but with using classical suture fixation and convenient results were obtained.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article suitable and clear. 

I am suggesting other title “Centripetal Approach For Incisional Hernioplasty: A Confidence Based Upon Surgical Experience”

	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of the article comprehensive and covers all the corner stones of the problem. I suggest giving a small hint about the changes that have occurred on the incidence of incisional hernia during the last 3 decades which represents the high experience of the dear author, e.g., is the development of the manufacturing of surgical mesh implants had significantly reduced the incidence of such complication e.g., using self-gripping mesh implants for primary repair.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	        Yes, the manuscript scientifically, correct and valuable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, but only 1 out 14 references (about 7%) are from the last 5 years, I suggest    updating the refences aiming at strengthening such a valuable article. 
	

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


	Yes, the article got an excellent linguistic and grammatical structure.
	

	Optional/General comments


	An interesting article reflects the author’s experience devoting his evidence-based experience point of view.
I suggest adding recent similar studies in the section (Discussion).
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