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Review Form 1.6

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

Abstract:
Objectives mentioned — Satisfactory
Materials and Methodology —

e Division of experimental groups

¢ Inclusion and exclusion criteria should be mentioned

Conclusion - Not clear on
e Four root canals in first premolars

e Careful searching for function canal in lower 1* molar — why 1* molar? Oris it a
typo error?

Introduction

2" and 3 paragraph requires revision of English grammar.

In 3" paragraph Slowey reference (3) conclusion can be re-written using appropriate words.
4" paragraph also requires English grammar refining.

Data Collection
The reason for measuring the length is not explained in the study.

Statistics:

The various tests used in statistics and grammar used to explain the same could be
rephrased.

Discussion

1% para — “Inconsistency in vessel morphology....” — standard terminology could be used
instead.

Similarly, in the same paragraph “extra foundation” could be replaced with more suitable
words.

2" paragraph — “ordinary root canal life systems” — could be revised to more appropriate
terminology.

3" paragraph — “teeth was beautified at the bond lacquer intersection” — standard
terminology to be used.

Photographs depicting the procedure will be helpful in understanding the study.

In the discussion, there is comparison drawn with first mandibular molar. Studies comparing
with first premolar should be also mentioned.

In the paragraph “in a Chinese population where prevalence of two or more canals in
mandibular first premolar ..” the word channels could be changed to standard terminology.
In the next paragraph — “multiplex” can be changed to more appropriate word.

Terms like “horizontal channels, reticular teeth” — not clearly understood.

Discussion could be revised with appropriate standard terminology and words.

Conclusion
Can be revised as it is not clear the percentage of variation in mandibular 1* premolar.

Additional Comment:
A CBCT or Micro-CT study would have been more beneficial to depict variations in canal
anatomy.

The above comes under Compulsory Revision Comments.
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Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

Reviewer’'s comment IAuthor’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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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