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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 1. Type of study? (retrospective comparative/ title should be clear, precise and specific)
comments 2. Topic is interesting but writing is boring and too long; try to write it precisely to the point.
3. Site of 302 DI? Each quadrant and anterior / posterior wise? In males & females?
4. Inclusion and exclusion criteria?? How u justify image quality of cbct? All images of cbct saved have
acceptable quality, hw u differentiate b/w good n bad quality n this study?
5. Re write the results, discussion part.
6. Discussion should include “positive, negative studies followed by controversies ... followed by

comparison with ur study results in every paragraph. Give suitable explanation of link between teeth
size and gender (if any?)

7. Then discuss how there is link/ no link based on avl. evidence. Start background with link between
teeth size/ shape with gender / specific study parameter.

8. How parental lineages (maternal side n paternal side) contribute to teeth size n shape?? Dl is
anomaly compared to natural teeth hw would it be linked?

9. More supporting studies, as lots of research already been done on this topics

10. Any limitations of the study??

11. Clinical relevance of this study?

12. Acknowledgement, COI , Funding

13. What is the use and benefit of this study? Message for dentists from this study?

14. Keywords? Revise the abstract

PwnNPE

Retrospective cohort

Title is re-written

Clarified in the first three tables

Poor quality was identified using this criteria (1) divergence of x-ray beam, (2) numerous
inherent flat-panel detector-based artifacts.

Results and discussion are re-written.

More insights are provided in the discussion section.

Statistical analysis has been done to clarify the link.

This was not the aim of the study.

More studies are added to the article.

. Clarified in the discussion section.

. Clarified in the introduction section.

. None funding

. Message of the study is presented in the conclusion
. Keywords added.

Minor REVISION
comments 1. Add justified captions to the tables

All tables are captioned

Optional/General
comments 1. Macrodontia, Hypodontia, Oligodontia, Taurodontism, Gemination , Fusion, Supernumerary teeth ,
Amelogenesis imperfecta , Invagination in an odontome , Multiple odontomes, Coronal agenesis
and William’s syndrome.

References??
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