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

	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.


	This manuscript addresses a clinically important topic by comparing the effectiveness of multiple surgical wound closure methods across different specialties. Surgical closure plays a critical role in postoperative healing, infection prevention, and recurrence reduction, making this synthesis highly valuable for surgeons and perioperative clinicians. By systematically summarizing evidence from diverse closure technologies—including barbed sutures, mesh reinforcement, and suture materials—the review supports evidence-based decision-making in daily surgical practice. The manuscript also highlights gaps in current literature and thus can guide future clinical research on optimized closure strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable, but it can be improved to more accurately reflect the systematic nature and comparative scope of the study.

Suggested title:

“Comparative Effectiveness of Surgical Wound Closure Methods: A Systematic Review of Clinical Evidence (2000–2024)”
	

	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 is comprehensive, clearly structured, and summarizes key elements including background, methods, results, and conclusions.

Suggested improvements:

Add the total number of included studies (“13 studies included”) to improve clarity.

Mention the primary outcomes assessed (e.g., healing quality, infection rate, recurrence).

Add a brief sentence regarding the limitations to enhance transparency.

Ensure that the keywords are arranged in alphabetical order, as recommended by standard journal guidelines.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with appropriate adherence to PRISMA 2020 guidelines, clear eligibility criteria, and well-organized synthesis of findings. The comparison across different closure modalities is supported by relevant evidence and the conclusions align with the reported data.

Minor concerns:

Some studies have moderate to high risk of bias; this can be emphasized more clearly in the limitations section
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent, relevant, and include multiple RCTs, cohort studies, and well-cited publications. The majority are from the last 5–10 years, which strengthens the review.

Optional suggestions:

Consider adding:

A recent meta-analysis on sutures vs staples in abdominal surgery

A 2023–2024 review on antimicrobial or barbed sutures if available
	

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


	Although the manuscript is written in generally clear academic English with appropriate technical terminology, several language-related issues should be addressed to improve readability and coherence. Specifically:

Repetition in the Methods section: Some concepts are unnecessarily repeated, such as the criteria regarding inclusion of studies with clinical outcomes in Section 2.1 (Eligibility Criteria), and again in Section 2.2 (Search Strategy). Additionally, the explanation of Stage 1 and Stage 2 screening overlaps with the previously outlined eligibility criteria.

Weak transitions between major sections: The shift from Section 2.4 (Data Items) to Section 3.1 (Risk of Bias Assessment) occurs abruptly without a linking sentence. Similarly, the introduction of Table 4 in Section 4.2 lacks a transitional statement, and the subsections within Section 4.3 (Synthesis of Findings) appear consecutively without clear transitional phrases connecting topics.

Minor grammatical inconsistencies: Several sentences in the Introduction and Limitations sections are overly long and would benefit from being divided for clarity. In the Study Selection portion, repeated phrases such as “records removed before screening” disrupt sentence parallelism. Additionally, verb tenses are not fully consistent across Study Characteristics, where a mix of present and past tense is used.

Addressing these issues will significantly improve the overall flow, clarity, and professional quality of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables are informative but somewhat long—condensing Table 4 may improve readability.

PRISMA figure formatting needs correction so it visually resembles the standard PRISMA 2020 template.

Consider adding a “Future Directions” paragraph in the discussion.
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