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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The manuscript presents a case of delayed reimplantation of an avulsed permanent maxillary central incisor with extended extra-oral dry time. Management of avulsed teeth, especially under unfavorable conditions, remains a clinically challenging scenario, and such case reports are valuable in demonstrating practical approaches and outcomes. The report highlights the role of reimplantation even in delayed cases to preserve aesthetics, function, and alveolar bone integrity in a growing patient.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
The title is descriptive but uses the term “Ex-articulated,” which is not standard terminology. “Avulsed tooth” would be more appropriate and widely accepted.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The abstract provides basic information but lacks structure and clarity. It contains grammatical errors and does not clearly summarize treatment steps and outcomes

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
Relevant keywords are included; however, they can be slightly refined and standardized.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
The introduction covers general aspects of dental trauma but lacks depth and critical analysis. The research gap is not clearly highlighted.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
The objective is implied but not explicitly and clearly stated.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
Includes relevant studies, but mostly descriptive. More critical comparison and updated literature would strengthen this section.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
The case is described step-wise; however:
· Some procedural steps lack clarity 
· Justification for treatment choices is insufficient 
· Sequence of interventions is not well structured

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
Informed consent is mentioned, but ethical committee approval is not clearly stated, which is a concern.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
Clinical and radiographic outcomes are described, but presentation could be clearer and more structured.

	
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
Figures are relevant but:
· Poorly arranged 
· Labelling is inconsistent 
· Captions require improvement

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
Discussion is adequate but largely descriptive and repetitive. Needs stronger critical comparison with literature.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
Conclusion aligns with findings but is somewhat generic.


	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
No clear limitations section is provided. This should be explicitly included.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
Relevant but:
· Some are outdated 
· Formatting inconsistencies present


	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
Numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and spacing issues significantly affect readability.


	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggested improvement:
“Delayed Reimplantation of an Avulsed Maxillary Central Incisor Following Extended Extra-Oral Dry Time: A Case Report”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
It should be rewritten in a structured format including:
· Background 
· Case description 
· Intervention 
· Outcome 
· Conclusion

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially
While the general treatment approach is acceptable, certain concerns remain:
· Lack of clear justification for extra-oral RCT 
· Use of APF and doxycycline not adequately explained 
· Prognosis not critically discussed considering prolonged dry time

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
· Requires more recent literature 
· Needs uniform formatting 
· Inclusion of updated trauma guidelines recommended 

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes
· Ethical committee approval not mentioned 
· Consent should be explicitly stated in a standard format


	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

MAJOR COMMENTS
1.	Non-standard Terminology 
•	Replace “Ex-articulation” with “Avulsion” throughout the manuscript. 
2.	Language and Grammar Issues 
•	Numerous grammatical errors and poorly structured sentences need correction. 
3.	Abstract Needs Revision 
•	Lacks clarity and proper structure. 
4.	Methodological Clarity 
•	Treatment steps (extra-oral RCT, fluoride application, doxycycline use) require better explanation and justification. 
5.	Lack of Timeline 
•	A clear chronological sequence of events is missing. 
6.	Ethical Statement Missing 
•	Ethical approval should be explicitly included. 

 MINOR COMMENTS
•	Typographical and spelling errors throughout 
•	Inconsistent formatting and spacing 
•	Figure captions need improvement 
•	Redundancy in introduction and discussion 
•	Improper sentence construction in several sections 
•	Inconsistent use of abbreviations
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