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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and practical aspect of head and neck oncologic surgery—optimizing incision design to balance exposure, complication rates, and cosmetic outcomes. The modified reverse hockey stick incision (mRHSI) appears to offer a pragmatic refinement over existing techniques, supported by a relatively large clinical series. The longitudinal assessment of scar outcomes using VSS adds value, particularly in a field where functional and aesthetic outcomes both matter. Overall, the study contributes useful clinical insights that may inform surgical practice, especially in resource-constrained or high-volume settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate but could be made clearer and more concise. The phrase “ambispective longitudinal study” may not be immediately intuitive to all readers.

Suggested alternative:
“Outcomes of a Modified Reverse Hockey Stick Incision for Neck Dissection: A Single-Institution Longitudinal Study”


	

	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 well structured and largely comprehensive. It clearly presents background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions.

Minor suggestions:

· The study design (“ambispective”) could be briefly clarified or simplified.

· The sample size is mentioned but could be positioned earlier in the Methods sentence for better emphasis.

· Consider tightening some sentences for clarity (e.g., avoid repetition of “objective”).

No major additions or deletions are necessary.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. Strengths include:

· Large sample size (n=451 analyzed)

· Clearly defined outcomes (operative time, complications, scar assessment)

· Longitudinal follow-up up to 3 years

· Consistent surgical technique (single surgeon), which reduces variability

Points to consider (refinement, not major flaws):

· The absence of a contemporaneous control group limits causal comparison with other incision techniques; current comparisons rely on historical data.

· The statistical methods are appropriate but could be described in slightly more detail (e.g., specify tests used for comparisons more explicitly).

· Some subgroup analyses (e.g., by stage or type of neck dissection) could strengthen interpretability, though not essential.

Overall, the study design is appropriate for its objectives.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and appropriately cited to support the surgical background and comparisons.

Minor suggestion:

· Inclusion of a few more recent studies (last 5–10 years) on neck incision techniques or cosmetic outcomes could further strengthen the discussion, but this is not a major limitation.


	

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


	While the manuscript is generally clear, a few minor language issues should be addressed. For example, “credibility” may be better replaced with “feasibility,” and phrases like “good cosmetic results” are repeated and could be varied. Some sentences in the introduction are overly long and could be simplified for clarity. There are also minor typographical inconsistencies (e.g., “upto” → “up to,” “3 month” → “3 months”). Addressing these would improve readability without requiring major rewriting.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures are relevant and help illustrate incision design and outcomes; however, figure legends could be slightly more descriptive.

The discussion is comprehensive but could be mildly condensed to reduce repetition.

The limitations section is present but could be slightly more explicitly structured (e.g., bullet-style or clearer separation).

Ethical approval is stated; ensure that consent for use of patient images is explicitly mentioned.
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