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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.
	The authors have tried to bring out the importance of the orthodontic wires and the sequence of their use. This will be beneficial for the upcoming orthodontists who are currently entering the clinical scenario.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	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 should be structured
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Needs grammatical corrections throughout the manuscript
	

	Optional/General comments
	Abstract: lacks a structured representation.

Introduction: The authors have not identified the lacunae in the literature that led them to write this systematic review. However, the introduction lacks flow and seems to be incomplete

The Materials and Methods section lacks authenticity of this systematic review, as the manuscript does not have any registration, for example, in PROSPERO/Open framework. It does not bring about a detailed selection procedure. The authors should follow systematic review protocols during writing a manuscript. Neither is the protocol followed nor has research criteria been tabulated properly. I can't see any use of MeSH terms either. “Trials evaluating pain, alignment speed, and root resorption were included.” The authors have not represented these in any tabular format with all the above-stated headings, which makes it incomplete. PRISMA flow/bias (Rob tool or Quill tool)/ traffic plot/research design seems to be missing in the manuscript.
Results section, the authors did not discuss the characteristics of the chosen articles individually or as a whole. No tables are depicting the no. of articles found in each search engine.
The data represented isn’t appropriate to the parameters mentioned.
The authors haven’t attached screenshots of the search strategy followed. They haven’t mentioned the search keywords (MeSH) used.

Since the material and method, abstract, tables, and results have to be rewritten with proper systematic review protocols, the discussion section is bound to change drastically.

Limitations of the study should also be added.

Overall, the whole manuscript needs a MAJOR correction before the authors decide to resubmit it.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	






Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk209275632][bookmark: _GoBack]Ashish Agrawal, IMS BHU, India



