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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

It was a well-written and systematically organized. Here are some issues which should be discussed
in the manuscript: 1. It seems this paper is duplication of what the authors have published before
(reference 9, 10). It will be advisable to discuss the differences. 2. How about the thickness of the
buccal flanges especially at the resected site? Will it influence the tissue responses after the healing
period? 3. It will become a stronger evidence if the authors can do a clinical trial comparing
immediate and delay obturator in terms of contracture and scarring. 4. The authors should show an
photo of patient wearing immediate obturator immediately after surgery to compare with 6 month
appearance.




