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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.


	The review is significant for our dental community as it displays the recent advances in restorative dentistry and also helps aid clinical guidance. It helps us to see and close the gap that we see in the laboratory and its clinical applications. It helps us make decisions in selecting direct versus indirect technique based on evidence. Studies that are included help clinicians and researchers providing discussion on aesthetics, adhesion and mechanical performance which aids in informed patient care
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. It is clear and it accurately reflects the contents and indicated the focus on resin and clinical applications for indirect restorations
	

	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.


	It is clear, well organized and summarizes the objective well with the methods, results and conclusions.

The mention of the number of studies analysed would have been a benefit along with a brief statement on clinical recommendation for practice 
Suggested – Add the number of studies included

Selection between direct and indirect technique based on different factors tailored to each case


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, its robust and sound. It is transparent and it integrates findings across multiple studies. Tables are well presented. Clearer differentiation between narrative and systematic review methods would have been a benefit – Format aligns with narrative but it mentions systematic search. Distinction clarification will be helpful
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are up to date from 2013 to 2025 which strengthens literature.
Reference of CAD/CAM would help broaden the technology perceptive


	

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


	Yes, the English is clear.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Balances coverage of aesthetic, mechanical and biological factors provided
· Better labelling of figures could be a benefit

· Summarize main takeaways in a paragraph – “Clinical Implications”

· Minor revision about methodology (narrative vs systematic)
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