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Abstract – conclusion rewrite many grammatical 

errors 

Keywords? 

Do you really need to put points in numbers ? eg. Pg 2 

line 38 

Introduction is too long and meandering needs to be 

significantly shortened 

Pls chk the text of statistical analysis -makes very 

little sense 

Discussion -It needs to be made more crisp and to the 

point 

 

Conclusion has been re written 
Key words are mentioned 
Points were really not needed as you said 
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Statistical analysis has been improved 
Discussion is made crisp and to the point. 
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What is the difference between the two objectives? 

What about age of patients in whom these extractions 

were carried out? Wouldn’t that affect the size of canal? 

 

 

 

The objective has been modified. 
Sir/mam the preparation size of the canal 
was standardized that is all specimens were 
prepared upto F4 protaper. And all the 
samples were collected from age between 
20 to 40. 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

References need to be standardised 
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