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	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 describes the case of a radicular cyst , its removal , surgical debridement , histopathological exam , differential diagnosis , imaging modalities that can be used and a good discussion . Overall a very well written article with good references and documentation
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	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript describes the case of a radicular cyst , its removal , surgical debridement , histopathological exam , differential diagnosis , imaging modalities that can be used and a good discussion . Overall a very well written article with good references and documentation. The only comment is that there is no post op clinical photo with the zirconia crowns.
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