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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript explores a critical aspect of endodontics by evaluating the comparative effectiveness of various irrigation techniques. By addressing the persistent challenges of biofilm eradication and highlighting the pivotal role of irrigation in treatment outcomes, it provides clinically relevant insights that can inform decision-making. Its thorough synthesis of existing evidence also underscores gaps in the literature, reinforcing its value to both researchers and practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally clear and conveys the comparative scope of the study; however, it could be refined to emphasize the focus on endodontic irrigation techniques and their effectiveness. For example, a title such as “Comparative Evaluation of Manual and Mechanically Activated Irrigation Methods in Endodontics: A Literature Review” may more precisely reflect the manuscript’s content.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally well-structured and provides a concise summary of the aims, methods, results, and conclusions. However, it could be improved by explicitly stating the number of articles reviewed and mentioning key findings with quantitative comparisons where applicable.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and based on a comprehensive review of relevant literature. The methodologies for literature selection are appropriate, and the discussion aligns well with the cited evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate and mostly recent, covering studies up to 2023. Updating references prior to 2010 is recommended to further strengthen the discussion.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript is generally well-written, with clear and professional language. Minor grammatical edits may be required, particularly concerning consistent capitalization of technical abbreviations (e.g., NaOCl, CHX, EDTA).
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, while this is a well-structured manuscript, there are notable areas that warrant improvement. The paper would benefit from addressing several missing aspects, such as irrigant interactions (e.g., NaOCl and CHX precipitate formation), the role of advanced activation systems like GentleWave, and considerations related to heated or surfactant-containing irrigants. Additionally, minor language inconsistencies and typographical errors should be carefully reviewed to improve clarity and maintain academic rigor.
This is a valuable and well-structured manuscript, but it requires major revisions. Important topics such as EDTA–NaOCl synergy, erosion risks, sealer adaptation, irrigant interactions (PCA), surfactant-containing solutions, laser and sonic activation methods, and new systems like GentleWave should be included. Additionally, minor language issues and outdated references need to be addressed.
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