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	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 is important to the scientific and dental community because it provides a comprehensive and up-to-date review of implant site development (ISD) techniques, a field in which clinicians face ongoing challenges due to post-extraction bone loss and the need for predictable augmentation outcomes. By compiling evidence across numerous surgical approaches—such as alveolar ridge preservation, guided bone regeneration, sinus augmentation, ridge splitting, distraction osteogenesis, and emerging biomaterials—the review offers valuable clarity in an area where no single technique has proven superior. The work highlights the current lack of consensus, heterogeneity in clinical protocols, and gaps in long-term data, thereby guiding researchers toward critical areas for future investigation. Moreover, it supports clinicians in making evidence-based decisions tailored to individual patients, ultimately contributing to improved implant success and patient outcomes.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	TECHNIQUES OF IMPLANT SITE DEVELOPMENT - PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE: A LITERATURE REVIEW” is generally suitable, but it can be improved for clarity, precision, and academic strength. Suggest alternative title: “Implant Site Development Techniques: A Comprehensive Narrative Review of Hard- and Soft-Tissue Augmentation Approaches”

	

	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.


	Your abstract is clear, logically structured, and provides a good general overview of implant site development (ISD) and alveolar ridge preservation (ARP). It correctly identifies the clinical problem (post-extraction bone loss), the role of ISD/ARP, and the need for understanding various techniques.

However, the abstract could be made more comprehensive, precise, and aligned with the depth of your review by:

· Adding explicit mentions of the types of ISD techniques discussed (GBR, sinus lift, ridge split, etc.).

· Including a brief methodology overview (databases, time range, keywords).

· Adding key findings, trends, and limitations, since it is a review article.

· Making the concluding sentence more specific and informative.

· Improving flow and reducing redundancy.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Below is an improved, publication-ready abstract that incorporates all your requested enhancements. It reflects the scope of your review (as shown in the uploaded manuscript ), adds methodology, includes key findings, and improves clarity, logical flow, and specificity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Below is a concise, structured assessment of the adequacy, sufficiency, and recency of the references in your manuscript, based on th Overall Verdict: Suitable with revisions

	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates good foundational English, is understandable, and uses appropriate technical terminology for scholarly communication in dentistry and implantology. However, several issues reduce its readiness for publication:

· Clear technical descriptions of procedures, materials, and techniques. 

· Correct and consistent use of scientific terminology.

· Mostly coherent paragraph flow.

· Follows the general structure of a scholarly review article.

Key Issues That Require Attention
These do not make the article unacceptable, but they require editing to meet scholarly publishing standards.
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