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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.
	This review addresses a clinically relevant topic that remains underemphasized in endodontic education: intentional replantation as a viable tooth-preservation strategy rather than a last-resort procedure. The manuscript provides a comprehensive chronological synthesis of literature spanning four decades, which is valuable for clinicians who may not be familiar with the progressive evidence base supporting this technique. 
	


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
	4 (Good)

Clear but slightly long. Consider shortening to: "Intentional Replantation in Dentistry: From Last Resort to Clinical Viability – A Literature Review" (removing "conservative" before viability – redundant).
	

	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 (Satisfactory)

Results section is too unclear ("literature demonstrates progressive evolution" – needs specific numbers, e.g., survival rates 80-90%). Also missing a clear "Methods" statement of databases and inclusion criteria.
	

	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 (Good)

Reasonable. Consider adding "Systematic review" if included, or "Survival rate" instead of repeating "Intentional Replantation"  twice
	

	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
	4 (Good)

Historical context is well-established. However, the introduction jumps from Grossman (1966) to Andreasen (1981) to modern guidelines without a clear statement of the gap this review addresses.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

Stated at end of Introduction and in separate Objective section. However, the "Materials and Methods" section says the objective is to present a "chronological review" – but the Discussion section attempts critical analysis. This inconsistency should be resolved.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

Relevant but too long. The chronological listing of 25+ studies reads like an annotated bibliography rather than a synthesized review.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

Includes 2025 and 2026 references, which is excellent. However, several key references are from 1980-1990s – appropriate for historical context, but the proportion of older studies is high.
	

	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 (Needs Improvement)

Major weakness. Only two databases (PubMed, SciELO) mentioned. No search strategy details (MeSH terms, Boolean operators, inclusion/exclusion criteria, date range, number of hits, screening process). This is insufficient for a review claiming to be systematic in any sense.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)

Minimal. The paper summarizes each study sequentially but rarely compares findings, discusses contradictions, or evaluates methodological quality. For example, success rates range from 77% to 93% across studies – why? This is not critically analyzed.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)

Briefly mentioned in Discussion ("lack of prospective studies," "heterogeneity of protocols") but not developed. The Conclusion offers no concrete future research directions.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

Yes – the conclusion that IR is viable when properly executed follows from the evidence presented.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)

The authors acknowledge limitations of the literature (case reports, heterogeneity) but do not acknowledge limitations of their own review method (narrative design, possible selection bias, no quality assessment tool used).
	

	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 (Good)

Mostly high-quality journals. Some older references are classic papers. All appear legitimate.
	

	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 (Good)

Yes, English is clear. A few minor grammatical issues (e.g., "cone bean tomography" – should be "cone beam").
	


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, but consider minor shortening. The subtitle "From Last Resort to Clinical Viability" is effective and engaging.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The abstract's "Results" section says "The literature demonstrates a progressive evolution" – this is interpretive, not a result. Please report specific pooled or range data (e.g., "survival rates range from 80-93% across studies"). Also, the abstract does not mention the methodological weakness of most included studies (case reports/series).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Generally yes, but one factual error: "cone bean tomography" (page ~15, Bueno et al. 2025) – should be "cone beam computed tomography (CBCT)". Also, the statement that "implants have a quantitative advantage" (Torabinejad section) is correct but oversimplified; implant survival is context-dependent.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The chronological coverage is good, but there is an over-reliance on case reports. The review would be strengthened by more systematic reviews and prospective cohort studies. Missing key reference: AAE (2019) IR guidelines are cited only indirectly via ESE (2021). Please cite the AAE directly.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. This is a literature review with no human/animal subjects.
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