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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 is contributing to the existing epidemiological data with added regional relevance. The author does highlight, through this article the significance of this data in clinical decision- making.
With few modifications, the article will be able to add to the existing body of evidence in the prevalence of
impacted third molars.
	





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
	2
	

	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
	
2
	

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

	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 research objectives/hypotheses 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 and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
	2
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	





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.
	The title has to follow PICOS format. This will provide scientific specificity and clarity. Mentioning
Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome and Study design will be appropriate.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is recommended to structure the Abstract under the following standardised subheadings. Background, Aims, Material and Methods, Results, Discussion, Conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	While this manuscript represents a clinically relevant and scientifically sound topic, a lot of factors need to be considered to improve its overall quality. Grammatical errors and spelling mistakes are recommended to be corrected to ensure it meets publication standards.
Discrepency in results and materials and methods need to be addressed. Methods state Pell and Gregory’s classification while the results speak about point of contact/ occlusion. This is scientifically incorrect.
Furthermore, proximity to Inferior alveolar nerve determination can pose as a limitation which is not appropriately addressed. An OPG is 2 dimensional and cannot give the spatial relation between the roots and nerve to gauge difficulty. Established radiographic and standardised indicatiors like the Rood and Shehab’s Classification must be considered.
The manuscript does not clearly describe how the space between the third molar and Ramus border was calculated. It would be helpful to clarify the methodology used to make this measurement specially if its visual assessment o any standardised method.
Lack of details regarding examiner caliberation, reliability and clear statistical reporting reduces the strength of conclusions. The above mentioned revisions
would significantly improve scientific validity and reproducibility.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
References mentioned are relevant but not sufficiently recent. Most articles are older with limited inclusion of studies from last 5-10 years. More recent regional studies, Systematic reviews and meta analysis would add to the
quality of this publication.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
	No. There no issues with ethical conduct, However, ethics approval number and committee specifications should be mandatory.
	



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



PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript addressed a clinically relavant topic and provides useful epidemiological data. The use of OPG and standardised classification systems adds value to the study. However, the above mentioned suggestions can be incorporated to improve the clarity and quality of the article.
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