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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 addresses a clinically relevant and underexplored topic in implant dentistry by comparatively reviewing implant placement through impacted teeth and immediate post-extraction implant placement. While immediate implant placement is well established, transdental implant placement remains controversial and sparsely documented. By synthesizing available evidence on survival, marginal bone loss, and complications, the manuscript helps clarify indications, biological considerations, and risk profiles of both approaches. This work contributes to informed clinical decision-making and highlights critical gaps in current evidence, thereby guiding future research priorities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the scope and comparative nature of the review. It clearly indicates both clinical approaches and the outcomes assessed.
	

	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, clearly outlining the background, rationale, main findings, and conclusions. It appropriately highlights differences in evidence strength between the two protocols and emphasizes the importance of case selection and risk management.

Suggestions:
· Consider explicitly stating that this is a narrative review (not systematic) to avoid misinterpretation.
· A brief mention of the limitations of the evidence for transdental placement (e.g., predominance of case reports) could further strengthen transparency.
No deletions are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The biological rationale, clinical interpretations, and conclusions are consistent with current literature and appropriately cautious given the heterogeneity and limitations of available evidence. Claims are supported by peer-reviewed studies, and the authors avoid overstating conclusions, particularly regarding transdental implant placement. The comparative interpretation correctly acknowledges that the two protocols address different clinical scenarios.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and largely recent, with multiple citations from the last 5–10 years, including systematic reviews, randomized controlled trials, and long-term follow-up studies. The reference list adequately supports the manuscript’s arguments.
	

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

	The language and English quality are suitable for scholarly communication. Terminology is precise, academic tone is consistent, and arguments are clearly articulated. Minor stylistic refinements (e.g., spacing errors or occasional typographical issues) may be addressed during copyediting but do not affect comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript presents a timely and clinically relevant narrative review that is well structured and thoughtfully argued. The authors demonstrate a balanced and critical interpretation of the literature, particularly by clearly distinguishing between immediate post-extraction implant placement as an evidence-supported mainstream protocol and transdental implant placement as a niche, risk-managed alternative. The emphasis on biological plausibility, case selection, and long-term uncertainty is appropriate and strengthens the clinical credibility of the review. With minor clarifications—such as explicitly reiterating the narrative nature of the review in the abstract and ensuring consistent terminology throughout—the manuscript would represent a valuable contribution to the implant dentistry literature.
The manuscript is scientifically sound, well referenced, and clinically relevant. Minor clarifications (particularly in the abstract regarding review type) would further strengthen its academic rigor but are not substantial enough to warrant major revision.
	







	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues are identified. The manuscript is a narrative review of previously published studies and does not involve new clinical data, patient recruitment, or identifiable patient information.
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