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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript has made an effort to provide information on anatomical variations of the mental nerve loop, which are essentialfor safe and effective surgical planning in dental implantology  using the CBCT . Furthermore, this research highlights the need for individualized treatment approaches and  the importance of advanced imaging techniques in modern dental practice. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, but it could be slightly refined for better clarity. Suggested alternative:

“Prevalence and length of the Mental Nerve Loop in an Indian Population Using Cone Beam Computed Tomograhy: A Retrospective Study”

This revision makes the title more precise.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The following improvements are suggested:
 The abstract can be organized along these subheading; Purpose, materials and methods, result and conclusion. It is advised to incorporate the study design, place and duration of the study in materials and methods section itself. The study period is mentioned twice (once under “Study Design” and again in “Methodology”), which is redundant and can be streamlined.

•The “Results” section should explicitly mention the mean length of the anterior nerve loop, as this is an important finding for clinicians.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Appropriate  methodology and statistical analysis has been used. The CBCT-based approach is a reliable method for evaluating anatomical variations, and the study follows a systematic retrospective design. The discussion effectively compares the findings with previous studies, and the conclusions are supported by data. However:


•The inclusion and exclusion criteria could be more explicitly detailed to ensure reproducibility.


•The study mentions statistical analysis using SPSS but does not specify the statistical tests used (e.g., t-test, chi-square). Providing this information would strengthen the validity of the results.


•Some minor inconsistencies exist in data presentation (e.g., percentages are sometimes rounded to one decimal place and other times to two). Standardizing these would improve readability.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and up to date, citing key studies on the mental nerve loop. However, it may be beneficial to include:


1.More recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses on CBCT and mental nerve loop prevalence.


2.Studies comparing CBCT with other imaging modalities for anatomical assessments to strengthen the justification for using CBCT.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript is written in clear academic English, but minor grammatical issues and awkward phrasing are present. Suggestions for improvement:


•Some sentences are overly long and could be simplified for better readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is a valuable contribution to the field of implant dentistry and oral surgery. With minor refinements to the title, abstract, statistical reporting, and language, it will be well-suited for publication.
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	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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