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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.


	The purpose of this manuscript is to discuss improvements in the 3D printed scaffolds utilized in the periodontal regeneration field and how they may change the treatment of complicated periodontal defects. It encompasses the latest advancements in the fields of biomaterials, biofabrication, and other bioactive materials, to provide functioning and personalized tissue support. This review highlights bioprinting techniques, bioink formulations, and its applications for alveolar bone, periodontal ligament, and gingival regeneration.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, accurate, and effectively captures the article's emphasis on 3D-printed scaffolds for periodontal regeneration—ideal for a scientific readership.
	

	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 really good. It is clear and to the point and it talks about the things that a review paper should cover. It does a job of explaining the technology, the challenges and what it could do. There are a few things that could be improved. For example, you use some of the words and phrases too many times like the words "precise" and "mimicking". You could also add some things to make it more balanced, like what it could mean for doctors and patients what the limitations are and what might happen in the future.

Quick Fixes

* Add some things like the problems with getting blood to flow to the tissues the results of the tests and the fact that it can be used for many different types of tissues.

* Cut out the parts that say the thing, about mimicking over and over again.

This will make your abstract better without making it too long. Your abstract will be stronger if you make these changes. The technology and challenges are important. So is the promise of what it could do. Adding translation, limitations and future outlook will make your abstract more complete.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, your abstract (and the manuscript it outlines) is scientifically sound—it matches the latest lit up to 2025 on 3D bioprinting for periodontal regeneration. Go ahead and add a discussion section to wrap it up strong.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references look solid—relevant, current (up to 2025), and well-matched to 3D printing and perio regen advances.

Quick Tip

Add a recent human trial, systematic review, or consensus paper to balance the preclinical focus. It'll strengthen translational claims.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical red flags here. As a review paper pulling from existing studies, it skips human/animal experiments—no IRB or consent needed.
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