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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 manuscript evaluates the mechanical performance of polymer-infiltrated ceramic and lithium disilicate CAD/CAM ceramics, which are widely used in contemporary restorative dentistry. Understanding the comparative flexural strength, hardness, and fracture toughness of these materials is clinically relevant for material selection in high-stress restorative applications. The findings contribute useful laboratory-based comparative data that may guide clinicians and researchers in selecting suitable CAD/CAM ceramic systems.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate; however, it may be improved for clarity:

Suggested title:“Comparative Evaluation of Flexural Strength, Microhardness, and Fracture Toughness of Polymer-Infiltrated Ceramic and Lithium Disilicate CAD/CAM Materials: An In Vitro Study


	

	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 summarizes the study adequately; however:

· Sample size and testing standards (ISO 6872) should be clearly mentioned.

· Statistical test used should be specified.

· Numerical results (mean values) should be briefly included to strengthen scientific clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology follows commonly accepted laboratory testing procedures for CAD/CAM ceramics and appears scientifically acceptable. However, the Materials and Methods section requires clearer reporting of:

· specimen randomization

· exact calculation method for fracture toughness

· justification of sample size

· clearer description of aging protocol relevance


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally adequate; however, inclusion of more recent (last 5–7 years) CAD/CAM ceramic comparative studies is recommended to strengthen the discussion. 
Please add the following references to the reference list:

· DOI: 10.1186/s12903-025-05538-w

· DOI: 10.1016/j.jdent.2025.105805

These references are recommended to strengthen the scientific background and discussion of the manuscript.


	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses a clinically relevant comparison; therefore, stronger emphasis on clinical implications, limitations, and comparison with recent literature would significantly improve the manuscript. Figures and tables should also be more clearly formatted and labeled. Please note that, except for Figures 1 and 10–13, the remaining figures appear excessive and may not contribute substantially to the scientific interpretation of the results. It is recommended that the number of figures be reduced and only those essential for understanding the methodology and outcomes be retained.
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