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	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.


	Periodic systematic reviews are required to improve the standard of medicine and update clinical knowledge. Wound closure is one of the principles of successful surgery without which complications of surgeries would affect mortality but to conduct such a category of review one has to have a large amount of standardisation to prevent confounding BIAS. (very difficuly) 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	+There is nothing called a “Systematic Literature review” its either a Literature review or a systematic review, the current article is a literature review as no Object scale was used to measure outcome only theoretical data.
+Title has to be standardised “its to unclear to be a review” – all wounds across all species for all surgeries are not the same ( that’s was the title Implies)

+The study is assessing effectiveness of wound closure but “TIME” is not considered as an outcome at all??
	

	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
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	+There is a Flaw in the study design in article selection and thus must be termed only a literature review as for it to be called a Systematic review PICOT must be fulfilled where all similar article must be included along with similar comparisons. For eg- All studies compares different materials  (Control group keeps changing) barbed vs conventional, staples vs sutures, trial vs mesh – as a result of which NO SINGLE CONCLUSION OF SUPERIORITY CAN BE DRAWN IN ANY ASPECT.
+Again, site of wound closure/ species of organism is not standardised. For eg- the human Mouth is continuously loaded with a microbial Biofilm (Plaque) but heals well due to constant exposure to Lubrication/Immunity provided by Saliva and gingival proteins like Elastin and Laminin as compared to any skin wound.
+The largest Bias in the present study is Operator Skills and number of Examiners /Outcome of study.

AS a result of the above mentioned flaws only “the result” of individual studies has directly been mentioned as a Conclusion of the systematic review under different sub headings- which was never required as the conclusion as it was known prior to topic selection itself (there is no uniform analytical Inference or take home from this article )   
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	

	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)


	


Reviewer details:

Siddharth Narayan, Saveetha Institute of Medical and Technical Sciences, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

