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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.

	
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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
	4
	





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.
	Yes. The title is well suited for the article
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	This integrative review addresses an important and clinically relevant topic, highlighting the diagnostic challenges associated with cemental tear. The manuscript is well-structured and provides a comprehensive descriptive synthesis of clinical, imaging, and histopathological findings.
However, several limitations reduce its scientific rigor. The methodology lacks a formal quality assessment and risk-of-bias evaluation, which weakens the strength of the conclusions. Additionally, inconsistencies in study counts and unclear statistical reporting need to be addressed.
The discussion section remains largely descriptive and would benefit from deeper critical analysis, particularly regarding the predominance of low-level evidence (case reports) and the comparative diagnostic value of imaging modalities such as CBCT versus conventional radiography.
Language revisions are also recommended to improve clarity, reduce redundancy, and ensure consistent terminology.
Apart from that there are too many repetitions of same information again and again, too many unnecessary tables. This is highly unacceptable in review papers! The author must reduce the length of the paper and rewrite it in concise form. 
Overall, the manuscript has strong potential but requires moderate to major revisions to enhance methodological rigor, analytical depth, and clarity before publication.
The manuscript reports several percentages (e.g., proportion of studies using periapical radiography), which may suggest a quantitative synthesis. However, these values are derived from simple frequency counts across highly heterogeneous study designs, including case reports, retrospective studies, and post-mortem analyses, without appropriate weighting or statistical modeling. This approach does not constitute a meta-analysis and may be misleading, as it does not reflect diagnostic accuracy, sensitivity, or clinical effectiveness.
Given the nature of the available evidence, a purely qualitative synthesis would be more appropriate. Alternatively, if the authors wish to retain descriptive statistics, they should clearly state that these represent frequencies of reporting rather than pooled clinical outcomes. Stratification by study design (e.g., separating case reports from observational studies) is strongly recommended to improve interpretability.
A true quantitative synthesis would require more homogeneous study designs and comparable outcome measures, allowing calculation of pooled estimates (e.g., sensitivity and specificity of imaging modalities), along with appropriate statistical methods such as random-effects models and heterogeneity assessment (I² statistics). In the absence of such data, the statistical component should be limited and interpreted with caution.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

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

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

	No
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