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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.


	Gingival recession is a common periodontal problem affecting young and old throughout the world. Though connective tissue grafts, Fibroguide etc. are being used as treatment options, we are yet to formulate an over-the-counter medication to treat gingival recession. Though several studies are ongoing in laboratories around the world, we haven’t come up with a definitive medication. Although this is a case series limited by very small sample size, it represents a significant addition, nonetheless, towards a path-breaking future discovery.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Throughout the article, authors emphasize that the medication used can treat gingival recession alone, and not periodontal disease in its totality. Since only gingival recession is assumed to be treated, the title may be amended to exclude the blanket term ‘periodontal disease’.
Application of High-Concentration 35 kDa Hyaluronic Acid Fragment Gel in the Treatment of Gingival Recession: A Case Series – is an acceptable alternative.
	

	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.


	1. Abbreviations need to be expanded upon first usage. HA, kDa need to be expanded upon first usage in the abstract.
2. Moreover, ‘Gingival recession’ is a broad term. Which classification system was used to assess gingival recession? Is the medication assumed to be suitable for all classes of gingival recession? This has to be made clear not only in the abstract but throughout the manuscript.

Otherwise, the abstract is acceptable.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Though limited by the fact that this is a case series and only 4 patients were observed, the authors should not conclude that 10% high-concentration HA fragment gel is a cure for gingival recession. This must be emphasized.

2. What are the biases in the article? This needs to be explained in the Discussion.
3. Moreover, the terms ‘mild gingival recession’, ‘partial root exposure’ are vague and non-quantifiable when written in that form. Also, ‘tooth mobility’ is repeated several times in the article. Which class of tooth mobility is considered and according to which accepted system of classification?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Kindly go through the References again. Several of the references appear to be in-genuine or AI generated.
For example, the DOI does not resolve in References 6, 7 and 9, as no matching publication can be found.

Also, for Reference 2, though Title and DOI exist, but actual authors are Sedghi LM, Bacino M, Kapila YL; and not the listed ones. Kindly relook and rework the References.


	

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


	Yes. The word ‘root pain’ though, could be replaced with ‘radicular pain’ so that it doesn’t sound like layman usage.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Since this is a case report, of which the methodology appears to be acceptable, there are no scientific barriers in prohibiting its publication. However, the References section needs to be thoroughly reworked before it can be approved for final publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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