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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 
 

 
 
In Abstract: 
In Conclusion: Need to be described .. Treatments with  Calcium hydroxide and Bio-
dentine is higher …?? compared to others. 
 
In result: 
Model A was selected as the best homoscedastic model (Table 2). ...Describe the reason .. 
Model J was selected as the best model..... Describe the reason 
 
In Discussion: 
They have selected the patients exhibiting well circumscribed periapical lesions of more 
than 5mm in diameter ..... did not mention in the material and method part 
 
Therefore, mixed effects model analysis’ was applied in this study- ..Not clear, need 
to be explained  why this ‘mixed effects model analysis’ was applied in this study instead of 
for further treatment based on the result of this study 
 
In conclusion: 
Moreover, the agreement between the treatments using Calcium hydroxide and Bio-
dentine is higher compared to other treatments ???  -- not clear or wrong statement 
 
References: 
Some references need to be exchanged with the update ones, such as no. 2,6,9,10 etc... 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

In Result: 
Figure 2 implies that Treatment 1 was mostly given to the patients above 30 years, while 
the other two treatments (Treatment 1 and Treatment 2) ??  treatment 2 and 3?? 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Can be accepted with the revision above .. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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