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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.


	This manuscript has direct implication for improving the clinical practice as the clinicians would find it very useful in choosing the right instrumentation technique for the cleaning and shaping of the canal. This will help to improve their clinical standard and attain the better apical seal of the root canal because the apical seal determines the clinical success of the endodontically treated tooth. Hence, scientific community would find this manuscript as an important document.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I would suggest to mention the study as comparative study rather than assessment. So, the suggested title would be “COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF THE EFFECT OF DIFFERENT INSTRUMENTATION TECHNIQUES ON APICAL SEAL”
	

	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 of the manuscript is comprehensive. It has clearly included the aim of the study, study design, methodology, results and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent. They have included the references of the articles published till 2018 AD. Moreover, references are 58 in number which is a quite large number. I would suggest to decrease the numbers and consider punctuation.
	

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


	Yes, the quality of language is proper and is suitable for scholarly communications but needs minor grammatical corrections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	General Overview

This study aims to evaluate and compare the apical sealing ability of root canal obturations of the teeth prepared using four different instrumentation techniques: step back, modified step back, crown down with manual NiTi files, and crown down with rotary NiTi files. The topic is clinically relevant, methodologically sound and contributes to the understanding of how instrumentation design influences apical sealing quality. The writing is clear and well organized along with adequate referencing.

However, some areas—especially the statistical justification, methodological standardization, and literature discussion need refinement.

Title and Abstract

The title is concise, informative, and specific to the key variable (apical seal). But, entitling it a “Comparative evaluation inspite of Assessment” would be better. The abstract clearly presents background, aim, methodology, results, and conclusion along with appropriate key words. The abstract could mention that it is an in vitro study for clarity.

Introduction

The rationale of the study and hypothesis are clearly defined. The literature review is proper with recent and relevant citation. But the introduction is slightly lengthy and could be merged.

Materials and Methods

The study clearly mentions the inclusion and exclusion criteria. The standardization of sample size, working length, and irrigation protocol is well described and ethical considerations are mentioned. I would suggest to add the reference number of the ethical approval letter too.

But I would suggest to add the justification for Sample Size calculation, Randomization, Blinding, details about temperature and storage condition along with need for thermocycling of the samples.

Results

Results are well tabulated and clearly show progressive improvement in apical sealing. Statistical tools are also appropriate.
Discussion

There is Comprehensive interpretation of findings with integration of relevant literature along with logical explanation of biological mechanisms for better apical sealing with crown down techniques. The discussion is balanced with inclusion of contradictory literature too. But, the explanation could be more concise, focusing on why results occurred rather than restating them Furthermore, some citations (e.g., Schilder 1974) are repeated multiple times unnecessarily.

Conclusion and Clinical Relevance

The conclusion is well summarized and consistent with results and includes practical implications for clinicians. But it should be concise and avoid repetitions.

Limitations and Future Scope

The study clearly acknowledges the limitations of in vitro design and suggests the relevant directions (micro-CT, in vivo validation). But it could have also mentioned about the potential operator bias and sealer type as influencing factors. Furthermore, the repetitions need to be looked after.

References

The references are comprehensive and correctly formatted with inclusion of classical and modern studies. But, there are repetition of the refences (Schilder 1974 cited multiple times). So, need revision with further grammatical corrections like punctuation and spacing (e.g., missing DOI, inconsistent journal abbreviations).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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