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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This is an interesting piece of research in conservative odontology and endodontics which sheds some light on pulpal calcifications, which are a frequent source of failure in endodontics? It remains to be seen whether this is groundbreaking work or whether it will improve our knowledge of pulp calcifications.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In my humble opinion, it would be interesting to add the place where the study was carried out. Unless this information has been removed to preserve the anonymity of the peer review.


	

	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.


	a few points need to be improved, and these have been included in comment bubbles in the manuscript


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it’s scientifically correct. A few points for improvement have been included in the comment bubbles in the manuscript


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I find that there are too many references, many of which provide the same information. Already in the introduction, up to 22 references have been cited with a lot of redundancy in the information. The authors would do better to cite only the most recent references for a given piece of information. In addition, the references are too old: 31% are more than 20 years old or between 6 and 10 years old, 25% are between 16 and 20 years old, and 14% are between 11 and 15 years old. There are no references less than or equal to 5 years old. Are there only old studies on this subject? I bet that, with a little effort, the authors would find more recent references, and certainly with more up-to-date information.


	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	In my opinion, this is an interesting work, but it deserves to be reworked, taking into account the comments made in the manuscript and on this notice, before being accepted for publication; provided that the number of pages allowed for an original article in the notice has been respected, as have the maximum number of references and the criteria for reacting to them.

This is a manuscript to be published after major corrections.
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