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	PART 1: Comments

	
	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.
	Achieving a polymerization temperature below the tissue necrosis threshold is a major challenge in bone cement design. Investigating different techniques and assessing their respective advantages and limitations provides valuable insights. Such studies are highly important, as they guide optimization of cement performance and enhance the safety and efficiency of bone repair materials.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	"Compositional Approaches to Reduce the Peak Polymerization Temperature of PMMA Bone Cement in Total Joint Arthroplasty: A State-of-the-Art Review"

I feel that my suggestion appears to be the most fluent, precise, and appropriate choice for a scientific article.
	

	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 clear and effectively conveys the aim, methods, and key findings of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript provides a comprehensive review of compositional modifications to reduce the maximum polymerization temperature of PMMA bone cement. However, it appears that a detailed discussion of the underlying mechanisms by which these modifications affect Tmax is not included.
While I understand that discussing mechanisms may not have been the primary aim of this review, incorporating
such mechanistic insights would significantly strengthen the manuscript and provide a deeper understanding for the readers.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a sufficient number of references, with approximately one-third from 2025, covering the research objective adequately. The references are relevant and up-to-date, supporting the manuscript's position as a state-of-the-art review.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes,
Regarding the manuscript's section headings, I would like to suggest the following minor revisions to improve clarity and readability:
Replace "Background" with "Standards and Experimental Methods for Tmax Measurement" Replace "Prelude" with "Overview of Cement Components"
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