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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 manuscript contributes to the scientific community by presenting a rare case of bilateral Type I dens invaginatus and its successful conservative management. It underscores the importance of early detection and minimally invasive treatment to prevent complications. The accompanying literature review also provides valuable context for clinicians managing similar developmental anomalies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the current title is not fully suitable.
The phrase "A UNIQUE CASE OF MAXILLARY BILATERAL DENS INVAGINATUS" overstates the rarity of bilateral dens invaginatus, as bilateral cases have been reported in the literature and are not entirely unique. Additionally, the title can be made more concise and informative for readers. Furthermore, the manuscript's review section is relatively superficial and lacks sufficient depth and up-to-date references to be considered a true review article. Therefore, the title should be revised to accurately reflect the content.
Alternative title suggestion:
“Bilateral Type I Dens Invaginatus in Maxillary Lateral Incisors: Case Report”
This title accurately describes the content, avoids exaggerated claims, and follows standard case report conventions.


	

	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 abstract provides a general overview of the case and the management of Type I dens invaginatus; however, it lacks some essential details that would improve its comprehensiveness. Specifically, the abstract should include the patient’s age and gender, the specific teeth involved, and the duration of follow-up after treatment. Additionally, a brief mention of the outcome of the preventive treatment (e.g., “the tooth remained asymptomatic during follow-up”) would enhance clarity. The literature review portion of the abstract is minimal and could be omitted or expanded for better balance. Finally, the abstract could be streamlined by removing repetitive statements and improving the focus on the clinical significance and unique aspects of the presented case.

Suggestions for improvement:

· Add patient demographic information (age, gender).

· Clearly state which teeth were involved.

· Specify the follow-up period and outcome.

· Remove any repetitive statements.

· Either omit or expand the literature context to balance with the case description.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically correct in its description of dens invaginatus, its etiology, and the rationale for conservative management. The clinical diagnosis and treatment approach are appropriate for a Type I dens invaginatus without pulpal involvement, and the discussion covers the relevant morphological and developmental aspects of the anomaly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript provide a general background on dens invaginatus, including some classical and foundational studies. However, the reference list relies heavily on older literature and lacks sufficient recent and high-quality sources from the past 5–10 years. The review would benefit from the inclusion of more up-to-date articles, especially systematic reviews or large cohort studies utilizing modern imaging techniques
https://doi.org/10.4274/gulhane.galenos.2021.00719
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joen.2021.11.014
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/36458027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archoralbio.2023.105715
https://doi.org/10.20453/reh.v34i2.5535

	

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


	The English language quality of the manuscript is generally acceptable for scholarly communication. The writing is mostly clear and understandable, with appropriate use of scientific terminology. However, there are occasional grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and instances of unnecessary repetition. Some paragraphs could be revised for conciseness and improved flow. Careful proofreading and minor language editing are recommended to enhance clarity, readability, and overall scholarly quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic in pediatric dentistry and highlights the value of early diagnosis and preventive management in cases of dens invaginatus. The clinical description is clear, and the case is relevant to everyday dental practice. However, the manuscript would benefit from a more in-depth and updated literature review, minor language polishing, and a more concise discussion section. Incorporating recent references and clarifying the long-term follow-up outcomes would further strengthen the report.
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