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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is an interesting and well documented report. 

I have done several corrections for tabulations and punctuation throughout the manuscript. 

Introduction

“Buhrley et al reported the prevalence of a second mesiobuccal canal by traditional visual techniques to be 17.2%, but with the use of magnifying aids, such as the operating microscope, the findings increased to 62.5%. Stropko, in an 8-year study, found a second mesiobuccal canal in 73.2% of teeth treated endodontically by traditional means. Of these, the second mesiobuccal canal occurred as a separate canal in 54.9% of cases seen (Buhrley et al., 2002; Kumar et al., 2012).”

R.: In my opinion, since the focus of the report is the variation of root and root canal anatomy of the palatal roots of maxillary molars, this paragraph is not adequate, once it focuses on second mesiobuccal canals. 

i) Two separate orifices, two separate orifices and two separate foramina;

ii) Two separate palatal roots, each with one orifice, one canal and one …

iii)  One palatal root, one orifice, one orifice, a bifurcated canal and two foramina.(Shetty et al., 2012)

R.: I believe there are some errors in this classification, please clarify.

“These extra canals must be identified and debrided to prevent endodontic failure.”

R.: Please provide insight and background on how missed canals can impact endedontic treatment outcome. 

Case 1

“The clinical diagnosis was pulp necrosis with chronic apical abscess”
R.: Based on the AAE Consensus Conference Recommended Diagnostic Terminology (2009), please correct periapical diagnosis. 

“Access opening was done. Exploration of pulp chamber revealed one mesiobuccal, one distobuccal and two palatal canals under magnification (3.5x).”
R.: Please clarify the type of magnification (loupes, operating microscope)

Discussion 

The palatal root of maxillary first molars is reported to have a prevalence of approximately 2% to 5.1%.
R.: please clarify which prevalence you are referring to (second root canal in palatal root)

Other notes: 

Regarding the cases, I have to raise some concerns regarding the restorability of both molars treated, which present with bone-level margins (radiographically), especially in Case 2. Since there is a clear relationship between quality of post-endodontic treatment restoration (especially related with coronal sealing) and overall success of treatment, it would be wise to include remarks on the possible need for margin elevation to guarantee longevity of the tooth. 

On the other hand, I believe the discussion addresses too much on the instrument separation that occurred in case 2, and which is beside the focus of the report. It is well reported and documented, but focus must be given to the variable anatomy of the palatal roots. 
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