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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Because of the poor outcome following open surgical repair of parastomal hernia and in the abscence
of hard data from controlled studies, review of promising laparoscopic methods - like the present - is
needed. Selection of studies for the review and list of references are appropriate. Major comments: 1)
The authors compared - as so many other colleagues - Keyhole to Sugarbaker, claiming the same:
Superiority of the latter. They should, however, also relate the outcome of the two methods to which
type of mesh that have been used (Polypropylene-based or ePTFE and if keyhole and ePTFE whether
a preformed keyhole was used). 2) Correspondingly, postoperative morbidity - early as well as late -
should also be related to mesh type It may change the the authors conclusion. In fact, the authors
do have some reservation (p.9, line 23): Keyhole and ePTFE are not a good idea. Is ePTFE only good
for Sugarbaker? What about PP-based mesh in Keyhole and Sugarbaker? Why not present existing
data? 3) With respect to the use of synthetic mesh and late complication the author should also
elaborate more in the discussion on the significance of long-term and complete follow-up. A few
minor comments: p.4:Is 'stoma appliance failure' really a risk factor for developing a parastomal
hernia? p.4, line 8: '...open or laparoscopic onlay, sublay...etc' could easily be misunderstood p.7, line
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11-13: The corresponding references should should be moved to 'Sugarbaker', 'Keyhole' and 'equal’,

respectively.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This is a study that analyzes and compares the published results of the surgical techniques currently
used (modified Sugarbaker versus keyhole technique) for the treatment of a difficult surgical problem
such as the parastomal hernia, although one of these (keyhole technique) currently unused for many
authors, including the author herself who described the original technique . The final results
corroborate through a meta-analysis what other multicenter studies had already described, that the
modified Sugarbaker technique had the best results with respect to recurrence rate. In this sense the
value of manuscrpt is only meant for the detailed review of the literature and statistical evidence, not
by new scientific contributions, which does not suppose any loss of interest of the same one.
However, in the title of the manuscript "The Current State of Laparoscopic Hernia Repair
parastomal" would expect not only a comparative study on the results of these two techniques (IPOM:
intraperitoneal onlay position) and a brief review of the sandwich technique and use of single port
for performing modified Sugarbaker or stoma relocation. In this sense, what the authors claim, based
on the title, is to review the different surgical options that are available today to treat this condition,
reference should be made more widely to other described techniques, although are isolated case
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reports: Technical Onlay / sublay mesh repair as well as the laparoscopic stoma relocation to the
other side of the abdominal wall, which in particular "disastrous" cases involve a surgical option to
consider. If the purpose of the work is another, we should change the title to avoid confusion over the

content.
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