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

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
It is an interesting study that compares a new method of caries detection 
comparing it with conventional diagnostic methods. 
 
From a methodological point of view, it is well structured and meets the criteria of a 
scientific method. 
 
The theoretical framework is in accordance with the subject.  The objectives and 
the hypothesis of the work are clearly stated. 
 
The methodology used is rigorous and is well explained in each of its parts. In 
relation to the data of the "Adjustment of the Visual Examination (ICDAS) Data to 
Serve as Reference Standard". Although they are important from the 
methodological point of view, they are not relevant for the study in general, it is 
suggested to synthesize the information and place it in the manuscript in a 
summarized way. 
 
 
 
The results are presented in tables in clear form. 
 

  The discussion and the conclusion are made according to the results obtained. 
 
  it is a good work that provides evidence for the detection of cavities. 
 
 
  Through the manuscript put some comments and doubts to the authors. 
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