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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.
	Manuscript is very much important for scientific community and dental surgeons or practitioners and those involved in the dental implant industry. Biodentine and Mineral Trioxide Aggregate (MTA) are calcium silicate-based bioactive materials utilized for endodontic repair and regeneration, characterized by high biocompatibility, alkaline pH-driven antimicrobial action, and the induction of biomineralization
	Noted 


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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5  = Excellent
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	All objectives are clear and fulfilled
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	Conclusions were  supported and logically arrived
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	Yes,  limitations of the study discussed
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	References quality was good and up to date

5  = Excellent
	

	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
	Manuscript was  written in clear and good understandable language
Requires justification and paragraph adjustment

4  = Good
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
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	Sufficient references and up to date 
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