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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 corrected and improved version of the methodology, results and findings might be important in clinical daily practice, for everybody concerned with the restorative Dentistry and Endodontic. The results are also interesting. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not fully self-explanatory. It need to be modified.

“Influence of Naturally Derived MMP Inhibitors on Dentin Biomodification and Microtensile Bond Strength of Composite Resin: An In Vitro Study.”


	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It need improvement.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	More specified references supporting the methodology and evaluation criteria are important.
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The title is not fully self-explanatory. It need to be modified.

2. In endodontic practice, root canals are always obturated with gutta-percha plus sealer, never gutta-percha alone. So, the way the null hypothesis is phrased makes it both scientifically misleading and clinically irrelevant.

3. You stated, “"The intra‑orifice materials were placed over the obturated roots in the coronal 3 mm space as follows:" The sentence feels incomplete and doesn’t clearly communicate what was done. Readers would likely find it unclear. This part of methodology needs to be restructured?

4. You stated,” A compressive force was applied along the long axis of the roots at a crosshead speed of 1 mm/min until fracture occurred. The fracture resistance (in Newtons) was recorded by the machine for further statistical analysis.” That description is incomplete because it doesn’t identify the testing instrument (e.g., universal testing machine), nor does it clarify how the specimen was mounted or aligned. For clarity and reproducibility, methodology should specify:

· Instrument used (e.g., Universal Testing Machine, Instron).

· Mounting procedure (e.g., embedded in acrylic resin block up to CEJ, periodontal ligament simulation if done).

· Loading protocol (crosshead speed, point of load application, direction).

· Outcome measure (fracture force recorded in Newtons).

5. There is a serious inconsistency in the title and conclusion: there is some ambiguity regarding the source and status of various statements.

· Title: Dentin biomodification with naturally derived MMP inhibitors. microtensile bond strength
· Conclusion: Intraorifice barrier materials. Fracture resistance of endodontically treated teeth
These are two different research questions.

1. The title, aim, and null hypothesis don’t match the methodology and results.

2. The conclusion talks about fracture resistance and intraorifice barriers, which were never introduced in the title/aim.

6. The manuscript needs linguistic and stylistic improvement.
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