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	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 case report adds valuable insight into the potential use of photodynamic therapy (PDT) as an adjunct to root canal disinfection in single-session endodontic treatments for chronic periapical abscesses. While PDT in endodontics is still under investigation, this study provides a clear clinical protocol and short-term follow-up evidence of periapical healing. It also contributes to the discussion on alternatives to intracanal medication, potentially reducing treatment time and improving patient compliance. Given the scarcity of clinical reports on PDT for this indication, the work is relevant for both clinicians and researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the study design, intervention, and clinical context. No change is needed.
	

	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 comprehensive and follows a logical flow: background, aim, case details, treatment protocol, results, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by briefly stating the specific follow-up duration in the conclusion sentence and clarifying the measured lesion size reduction in numerical terms.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The case is well-documented, the clinical sequence is described in sufficient detail for reproducibility, and the discussion appropriately cites relevant literature. The limitations (short follow-up, no CBCT evaluation) are acknowledged, which adds transparency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and largely up-to-date, with many from the last 5–10 years, covering PDT, endodontic protocols, and antimicrobial strategies. A few more recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses from 2024–2025 could strengthen the literature base, especially regarding PDT’s efficacy.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear, scholarly English. Minor grammatical refinements could improve readability (e.g., avoiding overly long sentences in the introduction and discussion).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The case is well-presented with good clinical images. Inclusion of a comparative discussion between PDT and calcium hydroxide-based intracanal medication would further contextualize findings. Extending follow-up beyond six months in future studies would be valuable to confirm the long-term healing trajectory.
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