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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.
	This study compares direct and indirect composite resin restorations, focusing on their clinical performance, advantages, and limitations, which is clinically relevant and valuable for restorative practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	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 states: "20 original articles... were selected. The Results section states: 18 articles were selected to comprise the sample. Table 1 is titled Twenty articles selected. This inconsistency needs to be resolved. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Requires revision as per comments
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Inconsistent in citation style (e.g., inconsistent use of DOI, punctuation, and author initials).
Verify that all references cited in the text appear in the list (and vice versa).
	

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


	Requires editing for grammar, conciseness, and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Screening process (who performed it? how were disagreements resolved?).
2. Description of Table 1 (listing 20 studies) is useful but overly detailed; it should be summarized more effectively.
3. The “Results section” read as an extended tabular summary rather than a narrative synthesis
4. The discussion is lengthy and repetitive, often restating results instead of critically analyzing them.
5. Some references are repeated unnecessarily (e.g., Tabatabaei 2016 appears twice) in discussion.
6. Crins, M. et al." vs. "Crins, L.A.M.J. et al.") should be made consistent.
7. Limitation of the study not mentioned
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