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The paper is an original investigation into the efficacy of the commercialized Canary 
method system for detecting proximal caries in a clinical setting compared to bitewing 
radiography 

The Authors made a great work in terms of methodology and the paper sounds scientific 
and well written. The only problem I find is the statistical analysis It seems to me complex, 
and I do not feel able to determine whether it is correct or not. 

The summary is complete, concise and clear. Although they are familiar acronyms they 
should be explained ICDAS-II Scoring System 

Introduction: is correct  

Materials and methods are clear and well explained The authors make a great effort to 
explain their novel method of analysing the results. 

Results are easy to understand. Why do authors record variables such as ethnicity and 
caries rate that are not analysed in the results?. 

Conclusions are concise and clear. 
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