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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

Line 11: Results — | suggest to write the result about Golden Proportion and RED
proportion.

Line 13: | suggest Golden Proportion based on gender.

Line 18: Conclusions — what about Golden Proportion and RED proportion?

Line 60: How to measurements were obtaind is not clear for me. | suggest that the authors
have to be clearer.

Line 82 — instead: Proportion based on sex, | suggest: Proportion based on gender.
Line 148 — Instead: successive width of the maxillary anterior teeth in the population of
Himachal Pradesh population, | suggest: successive width of the maxillary anterior teeth in

the Himachal Pradesh population.

Line 152 - | did not understand the third conclusion. | think the author could re-write to
become clear.

| think that the author should discuss more the results about 1,3 and 1,4 golden proportion
where male and female presented discrepant results.
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