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	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 is a detailed and well-executed in vitro study that addresses a critical concern in endodontics: the balance between effective smear layer removal and preserving dentin integrity
	

	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 clearly summarizes the study’s background, aim, methods, results, and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is clearly written, the methodology is appropriate, and the results are presented logically.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Please make grammatical corrections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1.  The title uses "Sapindus Mukurossi" , but the body of the manuscript uses " Sapindus mukorossi". Ensure consistent spelling of the species name throughout the text.
2. Define clearly in the Methods whether the 0.2% Chitosan solution was a nanoparticle formulation or a standard solution. Correct the Abstract/Discussion if it was not nano-chitosan.

3. How was the sample size calculated?

4. How was the random sampling done?
5. Table 1 and 2 are useful, but the p-values in Table 2 should be clearly labeled as resulting from post-hoc tests (e.g., Tukey’s test) following ANOVA.

6. The range of erosion values is quite broad, especially in the EDTA group. This should be briefly discussed (e.g., possible reasons for variability).

7. Explain why chitosan and S. mukorossi showed similar erosion values despite different mechanisms.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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:

Nabin Kumar Chaudhary, Nepalgunj Medical College, Nepal

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

