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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 manuscript provides significance for the scientific community as it explores potential biocompatible alternatives to conventional chelating agents in endodontics. By comparing Sapindus mukorossi extract and chitosan with EDTA, it contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting herbal and biopolymeric irrigants that may reduce dentin erosion while maintaining efficacy. The results sound relevant for safer irrigants. The study could inspire further clinical irrigation protocols.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is clear, descriptive, and indicates both the interventions and outcome measure.


	

	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 reasonable overview, but it is not fully comprehensive. It reports the background, aim, materials and methods, results, and conclusion. However, there are several issues:

· The background is repetitive and long, focusing heavily on general erosion/EDTA rather than framing .

· In the “methods”, important details about the groups (sample size per group, assessment method) are missing.

· The abstract only states the ranking of erosive potential (EDTA > Sapindus > Chitosan) but does not provide exact mean ± SD values, which would make it stronger and more transparent.
· Terminology: “nano-chitosan” is incorrectly mentioned, though the study only tested 0.2% chitosan solution (this should be corrected).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its design and findings, but there are some issues that should be addressed to strengthen its rigor:

Methodology: Preparation of irrigants is adequately described, but there are ambiguities (the abstract incorrectly refers to nano-chitosan, while only 0.2% chitosan solution was tested.); the justification for concentrations (5 mg/mL Sapindus, 0.2% chitosan) is not fully explained with reference to prior literature; the choice of 3-minute exposure requires justification, as clinical irrigation protocols may vary; Only one evaluation technique (3D profilometer) was used. Complementary methods (SEM, microhardness testing, or EDS) would have strengthened the conclusions.

Statistical Analysis: ANOVA and t-tests were appropriately applied; however, the reporting of p-values is incomplete (e.g., “<0.001**” is not clear; exact values should be provided); Multiple comparisons may require correction to avoid type I error inflation.

Results and Interpretation: The results are consistent with expectations (EDTA produces the greatest erosion, while Sapindus and chitosan are less erosive); interpretation is generally correct, but the discussion sometimes overstates findings. For instance, stating that Sapindus and chitosan “could serve as potential alternatives” should be tempered with acknowledgment of the limitations of in vitro conditions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites 8 references, which is relatively limited for a scientific article.
To strengthen the manuscript, I suggest citing the following recent and relevant works:

· Martins, J. N. R., et al. (2022). The effect of different final irrigation solutions on dentin microhardness: A systematic review. Journal of Endodontics, 48(5): 567–576.
→ Provides updated insights into irrigants and dentin properties.

· Singh, S., et al. (2021). Comparative evaluation of herbal irrigants as alternatives to EDTA in smear layer removal: A systematic review and meta-analysis. International Endodontic Journal, 54(11): 1962–1976.
→ Directly relevant to Sapindus and other herbal irrigants.

· Aksel, H., & Serper, A. (2019). Biocompatibility of herbal and natural products used in endodontics: A comprehensive review. Restorative Dentistry & Endodontics, 44(3): e29.
→ Supports the rationale for natural alternatives.

· Chávez-Andrade, G. M., et al. (2020). Effect of chitosan nanoparticles on smear layer removal and dentin erosion compared to EDTA: An in vitro study. Clinical Oral Investigations, 24(12): 4123–4131.
→ Highly relevant for the comparison between chitosan and EDTA.

· Suresh, V., et al. (2022). Efficacy of plant-based irrigants in root canal disinfection and smear layer removal: An update. Journal of Conservative Dentistry, 25(2): 101–109.
→ Broader herbal irrigants context, including Sapindus.


	

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


	Yes, it is suitable
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a relevant and timely in vitro comparison of Sapindus mukorossi extract, chitosan, and EDTA on root dentin erosion. The topic is of clinical importance as it explores safer and more biocompatible alternatives to conventional irrigants. The study design is good at overall, but there are concerns regarding methodological clarity, limited statistical detail, insufficient references, and some inconsistencies in terminology. My suggestion is improving the abstract, expanding the discussion with recent literature, and refining the statistical analysis. At this stage, I recommend major revision.
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