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	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.
	Periodontal health is very fragile in the coastal Sudan region.
There is a lot of disparity in respect to socioeconomic status along with fragile health systems which aids in chronic inflammatory oral conditions.
Microbial dysbiosis may lead to irreversible destruction of tooth supporting structures leading to periodontitis.
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