Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Dental Sciences  

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJDS_143133

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Efficacy of manual, sonic, and ultrasonic agitation techniques in removal of Calcium hydroxide and Bio C Temp from root canal system—an in vitro SEM analysis

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study is important because it addresses a clinically relevant problem in endodontics: the removal of intracanal medicaments before obturation. Incomplete removal can compromise the sealing ability of root canal fillings and affect long-term outcomes. By directly comparing manual, sonic, and ultrasonic techniques, the authors provide useful guidance for clinicians on choosing effective agitation methods. The inclusion of Bio-C Temp, a newer medicament with limited evidence available regarding its retrievability, adds to the novelty and value of this work. The findings contribute to both clinical practice and ongoing research on irrigation and medicament removal strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the objectives and content of the study. It highlights both the intervention (manual, sonic, and ultrasonic agitation) and the outcome (removal of Calcium hydroxide and Bio-C Temp), making it informative for readers. I find it suitable as it is.
	

	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 provides a good overview of the study, including the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it could be improved in a few areas for better clarity and completeness:

· The sample size (n=36) and how the groups were divided should be mentioned briefly.

· The statistical methods used (e.g., Kruskal-Wallis test, post-hoc analysis) could be included in a short phrase to demonstrate the reliability of the results.

· The results section should be phrased more clearly — for example, instead of “Bio-C Temp removal was more effective than Calcium hydroxide”, it would be clearer to state “Bio-C Temp was removed more effectively than calcium hydroxide.”
· The conclusion could be slightly more concise, emphasizing clinical relevance (i.e., ultrasonic agitation is most effective, but no technique ensures complete removal).

Overall, the abstract is comprehensive but can be made stronger with these refinements.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The study design and statistical analysis are appropriate, and the findings are consistent with the data presented. To make the work even clearer, I would recommend briefly adding the type of sonic and ultrasonic devices used, noting whether the examiners were calibrated for SEM scoring, and giving a short explanation of how the sample size was determined. These additions would make the study easier to follow and more reproducible, but the core science is correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are appropriate and fairly up to date, which supports the study well. To make the discussion even stronger, it might help to include a couple of recent micro-CT or CLSM studies for comparison, but overall, the list works well as it is.
	

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


	The manuscript is easy to follow, and the ideas come across clearly. However, there are a few spots with minor grammar issues and phrasing that could be improved. A bit of editing would make the paper read more naturally and give it the polished tone expected in scholarly writing.
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