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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 present study addresses an important clinical aspect of endodontic retreatment, specifically focusing on the efficiency of different retreatment file systems in gutta-percha removal and preservation of remaining dentin thickness. With the increasing use of heat-treated NiTi instruments, comparative evaluation using CBCT adds significant value in understanding their clinical performance. The findings have potential implications in improving retreatment outcomes and minimizing procedural errors such as excessive dentin removal. However, certain methodological and reporting limitations need to be addressed to enhance its scientific contribution.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4, Clear but can be refined for conciseness.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Lacks structured format, clarity, and methodological details.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3, Relevant but can be optimized (avoid repetition).
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Insufficient justification and lack of recent literature.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3, Present but not clearly stated as hypothesis.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Lacks recent evidence and comparative studies.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Major concerns regarding design clarity and protocol standardization.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1. No mention of ethical clearance or patient consent.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Statistical methods not described; results not clearly structured.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3, Need to be woked on, tables are not self explanatory
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2. No correlation with existing literature.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Overstated without statistical justification.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1, Not discussed.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Not provided; expected to include recent studies.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2, Grammatical errors and poor scientific phrasing.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor revision)
Suggested Title:
“Comparative Evaluation of Heat-Treated and Conventional Retreatment Files on Gutta-Percha Removal and Remaining Dentin Thickness Using CBCT: An In Vivo Study”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions:
· Use structured format (Background, Aim, Methods, Results, Conclusion) 
· Mention: 
· Sample size justification 
· Statistical tests used 
· Exact numerical results (mean, SD, p-values) 
· Avoid future tense (“will be taken”)—study should be in past tense 
· Clarify contradiction: histological vs radiographic diagnosis

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO (Major revisions required)
Major Issues:
· Confusion between in vivo vs ex vivo design (CBCT + extraction unclear) 
· No irrigation protocol standardization (only saline mentioned—clinically inadequate) 
· No mention of: 
· Working length determination 
· Canal preparation protocol 
· Operator standardization 
· Randomization method insufficiently described

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions:
· Include recent studies (last 5 years) on: 
· Heat-treated NiTi retreatment systems 
· CBCT-based dentin thickness analysis 
· Suggested authors: 
· Yared 
· Schäfer 
· Hülsmann 
· Plotino 
· Siqueira

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES
Concerns:
· No mention of: 
· Institutional Ethical Committee approval 
· Informed patient consent 
· CBCT exposure justification missing (radiation concern)

	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant clinical topic; however, it currently suffers from significant methodological and reporting deficiencies. Major concerns include lack of ethical clearance, inadequate methodological description, absence of statistical rigor, and poor scientific writing. 
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