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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 
 

 
1. Pay critical attention to your abstract, and note that it conveys all relevant details of the main paper. (1) The first paragraph should 

draw the attention of readers to the title of the paper (2) give a clear meaning of what condylar height is and why it need to the studied. 

State one or two justifications. Tell your readers why this work is unique and different from existing findings.   

The methodology is not sufficient without:  

2. What type of research did the author carried? 

3.  Where (country and locations of institutions and respondents)  

4. Justify why you chose these sample size  

5. What criteria was used to select the respondents ( or tell readers why  you think these respondents are suitable) 

6.  Under what condition did you exclude other possible or potential respondents ( is it because they do not fall within the age bracket ? 

they do not work in those hospitals , or they were located in a different state , or some of them are not directly involved the activities )  

7. Talk about the statistical technique you applied and justify why it was appropriate.  

8. If possible state the limitation of this research method.  

9. All these comments are meant to improve the quality of this paper. 

 

 

10. The result is not sufficient. Evaluating your result using standard deviation, and standard error is way below average. What other 

parameters are there? Could you not have reported with other parameters? 

11.  In any case if  your aim is to find out the determinants of condylar height in  female/women , I suggest you state your research aim and 

questions clearly in the introduction and mention same in the abstract (the introduction line of the abstract) 

 

 
12. Again the conclusion should be linked to the title, condylar height: age and sex determination using orthopantogram in forensics. 

 

13. what is new , what did you discover ? state the points clearly. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Further comments can be found in  the main manuscript (track changes) 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Further comments can be found in  the main manuscript (track changes) 
 

 

 
 
PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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