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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 

 
The major flaw of this study is the improper use of the chi-square test, in my opinion. 
This test is used to assess whether the difference in dichotomous results is 
influenced by the type of intervention. In this case, for example, the density of root 
canal obturation represents the result (acceptable / poor) but it is not clear which are 
the two types of intervention. It is not clear what p refers to. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The Authors state that “the performance of underperforming dental students in the extra 
session was acceptable because they performed adequate obturation with acceptable 
length, filling density and root canal tapering in 80%, 41.7% and 55% of root canals, 
respectively”. I do not agree: adequate filling density in 41.7% and root canal tapering in 
55% cannot be considered acceptable. Moreover, 16 male and 54 female are the students 
who had to perform the test during an extra-session. It would be interesting to know how 
many students took the test during the regular session. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The study is important because it highlights a problem in endodontic training 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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