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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 provides valuable insights into the clinical and biological implications of Cervical Margin Relocation (CMR), a restorative technique that has become increasingly relevant in conservative and adhesive dentistry. By systematically analyzing how periodontal parameters are affected by CMR, it contributes to a better understanding of the biocompatibility and long-term safety of this procedure. The review also highlights the importance of respecting the supracrestal tissue attachment and maintaining proper restorative margins to prevent periodontal damage. Therefore, this work serves as a useful reference for clinicians and researchers seeking evidence-based guidance on minimally invasive alternatives to surgical crown lengthening.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Cervical margin elevation procedures and their impact on the periodontium” is suitable. If a slight improvement in precision is desired, an alternative title could be: Periodontal implications of cervical margin relocation: a literature review.
	

	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 comprehensive and well structured, presenting the study’s aim, methodology, main findings, and conclusion clearly. It provides relevant information about the databases used, inclusion criteria, and the main periodontal parameters analyzed. However, it could be slightly improved by explicitly stating the number of studies included in the review and clarifying whether it is a narrative or systematic review, which would enhance methodological transparency. It would also be beneficial to emphasize in the conclusion that cervical margin relocation does not negatively affect periodontal health when the biological width is respected, reinforcing the main clinical message.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on my review, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate for the research question, the data are analyzed correctly, and the conclusions are supported by the results. The references are relevant and up to date, and the discussion reasonably contextualizes the findings within the existing literature. However, some minor clarifications in the methods section and a few typographical corrections could further strengthen the scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic. Most are recent, reflecting current research trends, although a few key studies from the past 1–2 years could be included to further strengthen the literature context. Overall, the reference list adequately supports the rationale, methods, and discussion.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The text is understandable, the sentences are mostly clear, and the terminology is appropriate for the scientific field. There are minor grammatical or stylistic issues in some sections that could benefit from careful proofreading, but they do not hinder comprehension or the overall scientific message.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic and contributes valuable insights to the field. The study design is appropriate, and the results are clearly presented and interpreted in the context of existing literature. Minor improvements in language, clarity, and reference updates could further strengthen the paper, but overall, it is well-prepared for publication consideration. The work will likely be of interest to researchers and practitioners in this area.
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