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	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.


	1. This study highlights the significance of 3D miniplates as an effective tool in the management of mandibular fractures.

2. It demonstrates the advantages of 3D miniplates over conventional non-compression miniplates in terms of reduced surgical time, cost effectiveness and logistical efficiency.
3. It presents 3D miniplates as an alternative training tool for residents particularly in resource-limited settings where minimizing surgical time, cost and hardware usage is essential.
4. It encourages the need for future large, multicentre randomized controlled trials (RCTs), especially as existing literature is predominantly based on Western contexts, this study contributes to the regional research.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but I would suggest including the ‘type of scientific research’ in the title itself.
Alternative title suggestions:

“Versatility of 3D Miniplates over Conventional Non-Compression Miniplates Fixation in Mandibular Fractures: A Comparative Study”

Or

“A Comparative Study of 3D Miniplates versus Conventional Non-Compression Miniplates in the Management of Mandibular Fractures”


	

	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.


	Yes, but I would suggest to do thorough proofreading prior to submission. I would advise to address the limitations of small sample size and time constraints in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but I would suggest involving a statistician in the study.
Although the author has recognised the small sample size, time constraints, and single-centre design as limitations, he has not clarified the reason why all these limitations were not addressed. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
	

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


	Yes, but I would suggest doing thorough proofreading, ideally involving a professional, before the final submission, as there are grammatical and syntactic errors throughout the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The type of study design needs to be clarified, as it is described inconsistently in different sections of the manuscript.
2. The method of subject allocation to the groups should be clearly stated, if it was non-randomized then potential selection bias has to be acknowledged. 

3. The statistical tools (e.g., ANOVA, Chi-square, t-test) appear to have been used appropriately.
4. Including a few pictures on postoperative complications would enhance the study. 

5. The limitations related to the small sample size and time constraints – resulting in a short follow-up period – should be addressed in the abstract itself.
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