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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

In this study, the authors investigated the genial tubercles of morphology using CBCT in 

Saudi population. Some problems existed.  1.The language needs to be improved  

because of some grammar and punctuation mistakes.  2. Use of abbreviations: Please 
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indicate the full phrases used in the figures and tables like GT, GTH, ISGT, IGTM and 

GTW. 3. Citation: When citing others’ work, please use the family name of the first 

author followed by et al if there are more than one author. For example, Singh et al and 

Padmavathi et al (4,5) and Yin et al 2007 (17). However, the authors did not cite this way. 

Please check the whole article and correct similar problems.  4. Conclusion in the 

abstract: Please use just one or two sentences to summarize the relevant information.  5. 

The authors did not mention if they had obtained the approval of the ethics committee 

with all the patients given their signed informed consent in the Materials and methods 

section. 
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