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The title of this paper is clear and adequate to the content of the manuscript. It
clearly indicates the purpose and the methods used by the authors and also the
pathology they addressed.
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
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results.
The abstract is a very good presentation of the manuscript and the reader can have a
concise idea about the protocol of the study. I gives the most important information
and is very useful for the reader.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.
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The English language is correct, I found no grammar errors and the article is very
easy to read and to understand.

4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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The methodology is scientifically sound, the design of the study is correct and
supports the conclusions of this clinical investigations.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain
errors.
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I could not find errors in the body of this paper, in my opinion it is a clear
description of a comparison between two clinical treatment options.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.
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The conclusions are credible as they are based on a good research methodology.
They have also an important clinical value and could offer support for specialists in
choosing the best approach for the removal of gingival pigmentation.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
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The authors listed representative scientific literature data on the topic and therefore I
consider that the references are correct and appropriate.
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Congratulations for your research! I appreciated the design of your study, the analysis
of the results and I am sure many practitioners will appreciate the conclusions of your
work.

