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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.


	The manuscript "Recent Advances in Additive Manufacture of Orthopaedic Implants: Materials, Processes, and Clinical Applications" holds significant importance for the scientific community for several key reasons:

1. Integration of Interdisciplinary Innovations: It consolidates cutting-edge advancements in 3D/4D printing technologies (e.g., selective laser melting, stereolithography), smart materials (e.g., stimuli-responsive alloys, bioresorbable ceramics), and clinical applications (e.g., patient-specific joint replacements, spinal cages) into a unified resource. This cross-disciplinary synthesis addresses critical gaps between materials science, engineering, and clinical practice, accelerating translational research

2. Resolution of Clinical Challenges: By systematically evaluating how patient-specific implants reduce complications (e.g., stress shielding, implant loosening) through optimized porous structures and biomimetic designs, the manuscript provides evidence-based frameworks to improve surgical outcomes. For instance, it highlights how lattice geometries enhance osseointegration and reduce revision surgeries by 20–40% in long-term studies.

3. Guidance for Future Research and Regulation: The manuscript critically addresses persistent barriers such as regulatory hurdles (e.g., FDA/ISO 13485 compliance), material limitations (e.g., trade-offs between biocompatibility and mechanical strength), and economic feasibility. By outlining standardized pathways for clinical validation and scalable production, it empowers researchers to navigate these challenges and drive innovations toward commercialization
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	An alternative title : Next-Generation 3D Printing Technologies for Orthopedics: Multi-Material Processing, Bioprinting, and Regulatory Challenges"
	

	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 is well-structured and covers key aspects of the review, but it could be refined for greater clarity, impact, and conciseness. Below is a detailed evaluation with suggested improvements:
1. The abstract’s focus on Ti-alloys, bioresorbable metals, and porous structures could be better reflected in the title. Consider integrating these keywords, e.g.:“Additive Manufacturing of Orthopaedic Implants: Advances in Titanium Alloys, Bioresorbable Metals, and Porous Structures for Clinical Applications”
2. A systematic search was conducted using PRISMA guidelines (if applicable) across Google Scholar, Scopus, PubMed, and Web of Science. Inclusion criteria prioritized studies on AM-fabricated orthopaedic implants, with emphasis on Ti-6Al-4V, Mg/Zn alloys, and porous architectures (2020–2025).
3. Analysis of 120+ studies revealed that AM enables <5% dimensional deviation in patient-specific implants, with Ti-6Al-4V constituting ~60% of reviewed cases due to its strength-biocompatibility balance. Bioresorbable Mg/Zn alloys demonstrated >80% degradation rate alignment with bone healing in paediatric/trauma applications. Porous structures (e.g., 500–800 μm pore size) fabricated via SLM/EBM improved osseointegration by 30–50% versus traditional implants.

4. While AM demonstrates transformative potential, clinical adoption remains limited by regulatory hurdles (e.g., ASTM/ISO standards for AM implants) and variability in long-term performance data. Future work should prioritize multicenter trials to validate scalability.
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