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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

 
Introduction part  

- should be arranged systematically that showed the historical background of 
the purpose of this research 

- Need to be written more clearly the meaning of “Largely, the replacements account 
for a major portion than the primary restorations in routine clinical practice” 

- Need to be written more clear for this statement higher age of restoration at 
replacement is related to normal occlusal function. Likewise reduction in the 
restoration’s age is associated with extreme occlusal function 

Material and metnod part:  
- explain the meaning of “failure to consent did not affect the patients' treatment 

and confidentiality of the information given was assured.  
- After the tooth isolation, patients were examined for restoration replacement and a 

questionnaire was set to record the history linked to the failure of restoration 
- Quadrant affected :1. First 2. Second 3. Third 4. Fourth. (described each location) 

Result part: 
- third (34.06%) and fourth (35.16%) quadrants showed more replacements. 

Whereas first quadrant showed only 6.04 % and Second quadrant 24.7 % 
 
 
Conclusion part: 

- Amalgam was more commonly replaced than composite and Glass ionomers 
 need to be added with the statement “With the exception glass ionomer alone of 
Class V restoration “ 
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The columns of the table should be arranged that each column has each title more neatly 
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This manuscript need to be revised as mentioned above 
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