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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1-how can the period (17th August 2016 to 16th February 2016). 
2-in material and methods section it was mentioned about (annex) which is not present in 
the manuscript. 
3-it is not clear the area of gingiva which was measured and the tooth area.is it right and 
left upper central 
4- in table 4 it is written (on visual inspection on radiographic) this is not clear it is only 
radiographic assessment. 
5-it is not clear the role of gender in the results or the role of the figure1 and 2. 
6-the discussion has a repetition of  the results and not all results had been discussed. 
7- the conclusion is not aligned with the aim(gingival biotype should be established in every 
periodontal disease patient in order to provide predictable restorative and surgical 
treatment results). No investigation in this reseach has direct relation with restorative or 
surgical treatment. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Inclusion criteria has some points can be exclusion criteria. 
Statistical section too long  
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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