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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 holds significant importance for the scientific and clinical community by addressing a common and challenging clinical scenario. It provides valuable evidence that the tunnel technique with a connective tissue graft is effective for treating RT1 gingival recession even when non-carious cervical lesions have been previously restored with glass ionomer cement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A more specific title could better highlight the unique aspect of this case, which is the successful treatment of recessions in teeth with preexisting cervical restorations. This would immediately signal the specific value of the report to readers reviewing the literature.

A suggested title would be:

"Tunnel Technique with Connective Tissue Graft for Root Coverage of Teeth with Restored Cervical Lesions: Case Report"
	

	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, the summary is comprehensive and well-structured. No changes are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

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

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


	The quality of the English language is, for the most part, adequate for academic communication, and the article's scientific message is clear.

However, the manuscript contains some minor grammatical and punctuation errors, and some sentences that could be written more fluently.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1- The "Case Description" section or a new "Follow-up" section could better detail postoperative management, such as prescribed medications, oral hygiene instructions, and frequency of follow-up appointments.

2- The figure legends are informative but could be more descriptive. For example, in Figure 1, arrows could be used to indicate the specific teeth with recession and the glass ionomer restorations.

3- The discussion could benefit from the inclusion of a paragraph addressing the limitations inherent in a single case report, emphasizing that, although the results are promising, they cannot be generalized.
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