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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.


	The article is well-organized, highly relevant, and the methodology is well-presented. However, some redundancy and scope drift exist; the executed narrative and inconsistencies may undermine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Please specify the type of review in the Title.
	

	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 authors mentioned "nanodiamonds in endodontics" under eligibility criteria (Methods section), which appear inconsistent with the stated aim of reviewing endodontic microsurgery. Please align the abstract with the actual scope (microsurgery review) and clarify/remove unrelated references (e.g., nanodiamonds).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article can benefit as an updated educational resource, but improvements are needed for it to qualify as a high-level systematic review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A few references are inconsistently formatted, and some citations appear misplaced. Please ensure the reference list aligns strictly with the content scope and is formatted consistently.
	

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


	The language is fine, and the English quality is good.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Title:

Please specify the type of review in the Title.

Abstract:

The authors mentioned "nanodiamonds in endodontics" under eligibility criteria (Methods section), which appear inconsistent with the stated aim of reviewing endodontic microsurgery. Please align the abstract with the actual scope (microsurgery review) and clarify/remove unrelated references (e.g., nanodiamonds).
Introduction:

Some sentences are repetitive; for example, reiterating that the DOM is indispensable multiple times. The introduction could better highlight the gap in the literature that justifies this review. Please condense redundant passages and explicitly state, for example, what this review adds compared to existing systematic reviews.

Materials and Methods:

The eligibility criteria section mentions nanodiamonds in endodontics, which appears unrelated to microsurgery. Please correct the inconsistency in the inclusion criteria.

Despite describing a systematic review process, the authors did not include a PRISMA flowchart or a structured table summarizing included studies. Please provide a PRISMA flow diagram and evidence table.

Results:

The results section reads more like a textbook-style narrative than a synthesis of systematically extracted data. Please format the “Result section” to reflect the methodology outcomes.

No critical appraisal of heterogeneity or strength of evidence is presented.

Please provide a comparative table summarizing the included studies (sample size, design, follow-up, outcomes) and discuss limitations such as variability in definitions of “success.”

Bias assessment tools (SYRCLE, ToxRTool, RoB 2.0) are described in the “Materials and Methods”, but no detailed results of the bias assessment are presented. Please present the actual bias assessment outcomes.

Discussion:

The discussion lacks a critical section on limitations of current evidence, such as short follow-up in some trials, operator skill dependency, or cost/accessibility issues.

Some futuristic aspects (e.g., augmented reality, nanotechnology) are speculative and not well integrated with the review’s core evidence.

Please acknowledge the challenges, biases, and areas needing further research.

Conclusion:

Please modify the conclusion to reflect both strengths and gaps in the evidence.
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A few references are inconsistently formatted, and some citations appear misplaced. Please ensure the reference list aligns strictly with the content scope and is formatted consistently.
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